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Problem Statement
The two major issues addressed in this study are the professional relationship that 
exists between the educators in K-10 schools and pastors who serve the churches that 
host the schools and the professional roles that each serves in the school. The roles and 
organizational expectations for each may impact the health of their professional 
relationship. The purpose of this study was to examine the leadership role expectations of 
pastors and educators in the K-10 school system of the Georgia-Cumberland Conference 
of Seventh-day Adventists.
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Methodology
A survey instrument was administered to all K-10 teachers and principals in the 
Georgia-Cumberland Conference of Seventh-day Adventists at an annual educator’s 
convention under the supervision of a proctor. Pastors o f the conference responded to the 
survey at a pastor’s convention also supervised by a proctor. This study targeted all 143 
pastors and 191 educators of the Georgia-Cumberland Conference. One hundred eight 
pastors and 105 educators completed the survey.
Results
The perceptions of pastors and educators were measured in four role dimensions- 
Faith Leader, Instructional Leader, Communicator, and Administrator. Significant 
differences were reported for items in all four of the role dimensions. Significant group 
difference was determined to exist in Faith Leader and Instructional Leader dimensions.
Overall educators and pastors experienced statistically significant difference in 
tension resulting from role conflict. Pastors and educators reported their relational 
behavior to be of higher quality toward their professional counterpart than their 
counterpart reported for them. A significant negative correlation was found to exist 
between role tension and the quality of relationship in all four role dimensions.
Conclusions
The data in this research project suggest that there is need for clarification for 
pastors and educators regarding their roles and professional relationships. Research on 
role conflict and ambiguity support the need for effort on the part o f organizations and by 
educators and pastors to clarify roles as a means of enhancing mission effectiveness.
R eproduced  with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.
Efforts could include clarification of policies, professional training, administrative 
awareness on denominational and local level, continuing education that focuses on role 
clarity and relationships, and creation of an environment encouraging dialog between 
pastors and educators.
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In the last 3 days of Jesus’ life on this earth his recorded words emphasize the 
importance of healthy relationships. He spoke of relational “oneness” as a goal to be 
accomplished between the Godhead, mankind, and himself. Of relationships within the 
community of faith he predicted, “By this all will know that you are my disciples, if you 
have love for one another” (John 13:35). He modeled what he hoped for, but the 
immediate impact upon his followers was less than impressive. His long-term goal was to 
assist people in the effort of maintaining healthy relationships.
Margaret Wheatley says that a seeming conflict of two forces arises from a 
paradox of life—“the absolute need for individual freedom and the unequivocal need for 
relationships” (Hesselbein, Goldsmith, Beckhard, & Schubert, 1998, p. 12). Natural 
ecosystems demonstrate that “successful examples of this paradox abound” (Hesselbein 
et al, 1998, p. 12). Wheatley suggests that successful human communities may be built 
that meet both the need for individual freedom and the interdependent needs apparent in 
relationship with others. If a community experiences recurring conflict or stress, it is 
likely that the boundaries that define these two needs lack definition. Wheatley says that 
we often think of boundaries as defining separateness (Wheatley & Kellner-Rogers,
1998, p. 12). She suggests that boundaries within community are akin to those in living
1
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systems where “they are a place where new relationships take form, an important place of 
exchange and growth” (Wheatley & Kellner-Rogers, 1998, p. 12).
The local church is a community within the community. Seventh-day Adventist
(SDA) churches that host a conference-operated school model a faith community that is
actually two distinct formal communities occupying the same geographic space—the
local church and the church school. The challenge of melding these two into one
harmonious whole requires the need to address and define the boundaries of the
relationship so that it indeed meets Wheatley’s definition of a place where new
relationships are formed and growth and exchange take place. Suzanne W. Morse (1998,
p. 270) aptly sums up the need:
Identifying our common interests and broadening our relationships will be the 
defining elements of twenty-first century communities. Those who can develop 
thriving positive relations in, among, and beyond their boundaries will be the most 
successful economically, socially, and physically.
The church is a community built upon a concept of free association of individuals 
who share a common faith and purpose. There are no coercive structures that bind it 
together beyond the interconnectivity of personal relationships and willingness of the 
member to uphold the core values of the community. Attention to the detail of defining 
the boundaries of these relationships provides a hedge against the deterioration of the 
community by intentionally maintaining the health of the relationships that form it.
Background of the Problem
Church-operated schools were established early in the development of the 
Seventh-day Adventist denomination. By the end of the 1850s the concept of church- 
operated schools was gathering momentum at the denominational level (Schwarz, 1979,
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p. 120). John Fletcher Byington opened a school in Battle Creek, Michigan, in 1858 at 
the invitation of James White only to close it after two terms due to a lack of financial 
support (Schwarz, 1979, p. 120). Nine years later Goodloe Harper Bell, a recent convert 
to the Seventh-day Adventist church, was hired by the Battle Creek church to operate a 
school for its children. Once again, lack of financial support threatened the continuation 
of the school at the end of the first term. Bell, rather than close the school, continued to 
operate it on a self-supporting basis but with limited success. In May of 1872, however, 
the General Conference assumed financial and administrative responsibility for the Battle 
Creek school and thus initiated the first denominationally sponsored church school 
(White, 1986, pp. 336-9).
Governance issues evolved intuitively as schools were initially formed in homes 
with little involvement by the organized church, and they continued to develop through 
years of uncertainty marked by good intentions that failed to establish a formal and 
sustainable church-sponsored educational system in the years prior to 1872. When the 
first school was formally appointed by the General Conference in April 1872 the local 
church and specifically the local pastor were not mentioned as part of the governance 
structure (White, 1986, pp. 338-9).
The teacher and principal were directly accountable to the General Conference 
organization. As such, the professional roles of the pastor and teacher were left undefined 
but clearly did not include a mandate for the pastor to serve a supervisory or 
administrative role. This contrasts with the Roman Catholic educational system where the 
school was traditionally “led and staffed by clergy and members of religious 
congregations” (Schafer, 2002, p. 2). In the traditional Catholic school “it was expected
R eproduced with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.
that the pastor make all the decisions regarding the school, even financial” (Sheehan, 
1991, p. 19). The Roman Catholic system has always been pastor-centric in its 
governance structure and consequently those who served as teachers and principals 
expected the pastor/priest to take a central role in the governance and decision-making 
process of the school.
The comparison of the Catholic governance system with that of the Seventh-day 
Adventist illustrates that the roots of the organizational structure of the Seventh-day 
Adventist educational system began, not with a pastor or local church-directed school 
system, but with a system administered by the central organization. The later 
development of the expectation that the local church bear the responsibility for providing 
primary-level Christian education left the central organization in control of the following: 
(a) employment, (b) supervision, and (c) professional support of teachers, including 
curriculum, and accreditation and evaluation (NAD, 2004, pp. 276-279). The local church 
would provide (a) facility and equipment, (b) financial support for operational expenses, 
(c) teacher salary support paid to the conference, and (d) a school board charged with 
operational oversight (NAD, 2004, p. 289).
The Seventh-day Adventist system of pastoral leadership matured in the 1920s 
along the line of traditional Protestant ecclesiastical structure (Burrill, 1998, p. 44) in 
contrast to the early practice of assigning pastors to evangelistic and church-planting 
duties. In the 1920s pastors began to be assigned to specific churches and districts, and 
they were held accountable by conference leaders for administrative leadership in 
addition to spiritual leadership. Pastors placed in churches after the 1920s shift in 
placement expectations inherited a school/church structure that had not anticipated the
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pastor’s new role in the local setting. The location of the conference-sponsored church 
school operated in connection with a local church evolved out of a sense of need by the 
local church to provide a Christian education that would pass on the values and beliefs of 
the church as well as provide a quality academic education for its children. This 
development in the Adventist system and culture appears to have occurred without 
specifically defining the professional relationship of the pastor with the educator serving 
the school.
Both the pastor and the educator who serve a local church are employed by the 
local conference organization. The pastor is charged to be “the spiritual leader and 
advisor of the church’’ (General Conference of Seventh-day Adventists [GCSDA], 1990, 
p. 118). The pastor’s official function relating to the school is as “a member of the school 
board” (GCSDA, 1990, p. 118). The educator is hired by the conference board of 
education (NAD, 2004, p. 277) under the supervision of the conference superintendent of 
education. The responsibilities of the school administrator depend “on the size and type 
of the school” (NAD, 2004, p. 294) and beside administrative and instructional 
responsibilities this person is accountable for the “religious program and activities, and 
. . . development and maintenance of a positive spiritual climate” (NAD, 2004, p. 295). 
Though the pastor is commonly perceived to be responsible for the spiritual leadership 
issues of the local church and its ministries, including the local church school, his/her role 
appears to be limited by the official denominational policy definition to that of a 
governing role as a member of the school board. Consequently, two parallel 
organizational system—the church and the school—function at the local level with 
minimal structured interaction between the denominationally employed leaders serving
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each. These organizations join a common organizational trunk at the executive level of 
the conference. The problem of role confusion is further complicated by the fact that the 
educator has a job description that includes the specific area of religious programming 
that is often assumed to be the responsibility of the pastor. These challenges are 
embedded in a history wherein the local church-school educator was functioning at the 
local level approximately 50 years before pastors were assigned leadership responsibility 
at the local church level.
Religious denominational structures tend to be hierarchical in nature and the 
Seventh-day Adventist structure is no exception. “On assignment to a local church as 
pastor, the ordained minister ranks above the local elder or elders” (GCSDA, 1990, p. 
118). The stratification of position with the pastor being the ranking member of the local 
church leads to the question of how or if that ranking applies to the local educator. If that 
question is indeed unanswered, then the local church that operates a church school faces 
the possibility of stress between the pastor and educator over the issue of authority.
Statement of the Problem
The two major issues addressed in this study are the professional relationship that 
exists between the educators in K-10 schools and pastors who serve the churches that 
host the schools and the professional roles that each serves in the school. The roles and 
organizational expectations for each may impact the health of their professional 
relationship. If, for example, the SDA conference president who supervises the pastor 
assumes that the pastor is responsible for the overall health and success of the school, and 
communicates that perception even informally, it risks motivating the pastor to assume an 
overseer role with the edueator that is not supported by the structure or policies of the
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denomination. If there is no officially defined professional relationship between pastors 
and educators, then the risk of the leadership and personality bias of one, both, or all will 
determine the professional relationship by default and the roles they assume. Such a 
relationally undefined professional context may result in role confusion and/or role 
conflict.
The Roman Catholic school system addressed the role confusion between pastor 
and principal by mandating a collaborative relationship between these two professional 
positions as a means of minimizing the problem of such role confusion (Fulton, 2002). 
Schafer (2002) reported that role confusion in the Roman Catholic school system was 
commonly related to the unpredictable degree to which the pastor was willing to delegate 
his authority to the principal. It has also been reported that the Lutheran school system 
suffers from role conflict and confusion resulting from the ambiguous definition of the 
supervisory role of the pastor in his professional relationship with the school (Sieger & 
Beck, 1998, p. 1).
The research done on the professional roles of pastors and parochial school 
educators in general is limited, but the statement of the problem in each of the studies 
reviewed indicates a common challenge of role conflict and confusion that leads to stress 
and limitations on the function of the school. It may be necessary for policies and 
expectations for pastors and educators to be standardized and clearly defined as a means 
of optimally supporting the common mission of church and school.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to examine the leadership role expectations of 
pastors and educators in the K-10 school system of the Georgia-Cumberland Conference
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of Seventh-day Adventists and to determine to what extent they are consistent with 
official organizational expectations.
Significance of the Study
The results of this research hopefully could assist in the development of strategies 
and organizational policies that might improve the professional relationship of pastors 
and educators and thereby enhance the effectiveness of their corresponding services to 
the church school by defining and clarifying the roles that pastors, principals, and 
teachers serve in the church school. Research reveals that role confusion and ambiguity, 
when minimized, can result in increased trust and collaboration that can contribute to 
more effective mission accomplishment. “A burgeoning body of research supports trust 
as a key element in formulating and maintaining sound interpersonal communication and 
organizational effectiveness” (Hoy, Smith, & Sweetland, 2003, p. 42).
Research Questions
The core questions of this study are:
1. What is the pastor’s perception of his/her role within the school?
2. What is the educator’s perception of the pastor’s role within the school?
3. What is the discrepancy between pastor’s views and educator’s views?
4. What is the educator’s perception of his/her role within the school?
5. What is the pastor’s expectation of educator’s role within the school?
6. What is the discrepancy between the educator’s views and the pastor’s views?
7. What is the degree of tension between pastors and educators?
8. How do perceptions of tension affect the relationship of pastors and educators?
R eproduced  with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.
Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework for this research derives from established principles of 
organizational development and organizational structure of schools. This framework 
draws on the work of Henry Mintzberg (1983; 1999; 2006); Wayne Hoy and Cecil 
Miskel (2001); Hoy, Tartar, and Kottkamp (1999); Hoy and Di Paola (2005) and others 
found to be prominent knowledge sources in regard to the structure and organization of 
schools.
Henry Mintzberg (1983) contributes to the conceptual framework by reminding us 
that role differentiation and clarity are a part of the most basic elements of organizational 
function:
Every organized human activity—from the making of pots to the placing a man on 
the moon—gives rise to two fundamental and opposing requirements: the division o f 
labor into the various tasks to be performed, and the coordination of these tasks to 
accomplish the activity, (p. 2)
He expands these two fundamental requirements to five basic essentials required 
for effective organizations—mutual adjustment, direct supervision, standardization of 
work processes, standardization of work outputs, and standardization of worker skills 
(Mintzberg, 1983, p. 4). The problem stated as the basis for this research assumes that 
these five basics required for effective organizations are expected to be present in the 
eontext of the Seventh-day Adventist church school.
Literature on education reform movements provides a rich context for discussion 
of the theoretical framework necessary for quality education. Classer (1998) emphasizes 
the idea of creating a context for education that moves away from the coercive model that 
forces learning by means of tasks and standards set by the teacher or school administrator 
(p. 27). The emphasis is on learning that leads to understanding, as opposed to teaching
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that covers the prescribed materials or curriculum. “Choice Theory” (Classer, 1998, pp. 
41-59) moves intentionally away from the coercive elements of teaching in favor of 
methods that redefine the relationship of teacher and student. The student as subordinate 
and the teacher/administrator as dominant (Classer, 1998, p. 28) are replaced with a 
relationship of collaboration between learner and teacher that minimizes the natural 
resistance to force often demonstrated by the student.
Classic models of learning recognize the relational nature of learning in the 
context of normal social interaction. “You learn from the company you keep” (Smith, 
1998, p. 9). Learning is a social construct that happens with little effort on the part of the 
student but with significant intentionality on the part of the professional educator. The 
school should try to approximate the effortless learning context of a child’s natural 
environment where learning is natural, lasting, and effective (Smith, 1998, pp. 45-6). 
Cardner (1991, p. 134) suggests that we consider the kind of verbal conversation that 
goes on in schools as compared to talk that goes on in the context of life outside of 
school. Discussion within the school was detached from the presence of what was being 
learned, whereas the social context of life and home provides a rich context where 
learning happens in immediate connection with the focus of learning. “As institutions set 
apart from the rest of society, schools must confront their relation to their community” 
(Gardner, 1991, p. 138).
The theories that dominate current discussions of education reform such as social 
contextualization and non-coercive relationships appear to parallel movements in the area 
of leadership and management in organizations. “There seems to be some softening of 
this (coercive leadership models) hard line, mostly in high tech and service industries
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where the educational and persuasive skills of the worker are paramount to the success of 
the company” (Classer, 1998, pp. 27-8).
The social context of both business and education is moving from power- 
wielding, coercive, top-down management to a more relational model (Bums, 1978; 
Moxley, 1999, pp. 51-2; Rost, 1993, pp. 106, 157). This seems to be a reaction to changes 
in the context rather than a change brought on by intentional application of theory. The 
church school is immersed in the same societal changes in regard to leadership and 
education reform. The four leadership dimensions investigated in this study are not 
intended to represent separate or isolated functions of pastor or educator. Faith Leader, 
Instructional Leader, Communicator, and Administrator are rather parts of an integrated 
whole that are optimally engaged to support the overall goal of learning and personal 
transformation of those our educational institutions serve.
This research sought to explore whether those basic elements of organizational 
structure and effectiveness were in place in SDA schools as they relate to the church 
pastor. Mintzberg (1983) also contributes with his view that organizational structure can 
and should be customized “to achieve an internal consistency or harmony, as well as a 
basic consistency with the organizations situation” (p. 3). This model opens the door for 
creative solutions that allow for the uniqueness of the SDA parochial school and the 
church constituencies they serve.
Hoy and Miskel (2001, p. 444) draw from and acknowledge the work of 
management specialist, Peter Drucker, and organizational leadership specialist, Peter 
Senge. Their work contributes to the conceptual framework of this research by providing 
a theoretical foundation for “systems thinking” (Senge, 1994) that encourages the
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analysis of the context of this study in terms of the whole (church, school, denomination, 
and community) rather than the individual parts. In addition, they add the experiential 
“reality” (Drucker, 1974) supplemented by formal education that prompts the expectation 
that learning, both on the organizational and personal levels, will be necessary aspects of 
answering the basic research questions. The church school in the Seventh-day Adventist 
context is largely treated in policy and organizational structure as separate from the 
ministerial structure that supports and influences the pastor (NAD, 2004, pp. 277-281), 
and there seems to be little evidence that formal training for educators and pastors 
includes the intersection of their roles in the SDA school. This research addresses the 
extent to which the church and school are treated holistically as parts of a greater system.
General principles of organization and structure were supplemented by the official 
published policies of the North American Division of the General Conference of Seventh- 
day Adventists (NAD, 2004; GCSDA, 1990) dealing with the specific organizational 
structures of Seventh-day Adventist schools and expectations of pastors who serve them.
General Method
This research project employed the survey research method. A survey instrument 
was adapted and administered from that developed and used by Duane F. Schafer, Ph.D., 
in his 2002 study of pastors and principals in the Roman Catholic Archdiocese serving 
the western United States. (Schafer, a Catholic high-school principal in Spokane, 
Washington, has granted permission for his survey instrument to be used and/or adapted 
for this study.) All of the pastors and K-10 educators of the Georgia-Cumberland 
Conference of Seventh-day Adventists were asked to respond to the survey.
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Limitations
It was impossible to determine whether educators or pastors present for the 
administration of the questionnaires would actually return the completed questionnaire. 
The procedures employed were intended to maximize the return of questionnaires but 
could not assure that all were filled out and returned. In addition, since this research 
project does not include a qualitative element that would allow for analysis of open- 
ended questions, it is therefore possible that not all of the questions and issues were 
adequately addressed. Since the study measures perception only at a given point in time, 
it was not possible to determine whether these perceptions change over time. It was also 
impossible to determine the extent to which past experience may impact the perception of 
the respondent at the time the survey was administered.
Delimitations
This study dealt with the professional relationship between pastors and educators 
in the local setting of the Georgia-Cumberland Conference as perceived by its pastors and 
educators. It was limited to full-time employees of the conference. Since this study was 
limited to the pastors and educators of the Georgia-Cumberland Conference the findings 
cannot be generalized for other pastors and/or educators in the North American Division 
of Seventh-day Adventists.
DeDnitions of Terms
Conference: A united organized body of Seventh-day Adventist churches in a 
state, province, or territory (NAD, 2004, p. 33).
Local Church: A united organized body of individual believers in the Seventh- 
day Adventist denomination (NAD, 2004, p. 33).
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District: A collection of two or more churches under the direction of a conference 
appointed pastor.
Member: A person holding membership in and considered to be in good standing 
with the Seventh-day Adventist Church (GCSDA, 1990, p. 43).
Pastor: Minister assigned by the conference as the spiritual leader for the local 
church or district (GCSDA, 1990, p.43).
Church school: An elementary or K-10 school serving a local church or district 
and authorized, staffed, and supervised by the conference department of education (NAD, 
2004, p. 169).
Constituent school: A church school that is jointly operated by a collection of 
churches (NAD, 2004, p. 175).
Educator: A principal and/or certified instructional personnel employed by the 
conference to serve the educational program of the local church school (NAD, 2004, pp. 
294-297).
Role Ambiguity: This occurs when someone is uncertain of what is expected of 
him or her (Schermerhom, Hunt, & Osborn, 2000, p. 202).
Role Expectations: The beliefs and attitudes others have for an individual 
regarding what he should or should not do as part of his role. For the pastor in this study, 
it is the tasks pertaining to the operation and administration of the church school that an 
educator believes belong to the pastor of the church or district. For the educator, it 
includes tasks pertaining to the operation and administration of the church school that the 
pastor believes belong to the educator (Schafer, 2002, p. 18).
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Summary
The foreword intends to show the importance of building healthy models of 
interdependent communities in Christ’s name while preserving the value for the freedom 
of the individual within the context of that community. The present chapter introduced 
the problem of the professional relationship between pastors and educators in the context 
of the local church/conference-operated church school. This chapter also provides a brief 
history of the subject in the context of an emerging religious organization with a strong 
sense of need to include formal education in its mission.
Organization of the Study
Chapter 2 contains a review of the literature situating the problem of the 
professional relationship between pastors and educators in the context of the local 
conference-operated church school.
Chapter 3 describes the methods of this quantitative study adapted from a 
previous study conducted and reported by Dr. Duane Schafer in 2002. Chapter 4 presents 
the results of the survey. These findings are presented in both narrative and graphic table 
format. It begins with a description of response rate and general demographics and 
concludes with a presentation of data associated with each of the research questions 
identified in chapter 3. Finally, chapter 5 is a summary of the whole study, and brings 
suggestions and recommendations for the continuing refinement of the professional 
relationship and role definition of pastors and educators serving the Seventh-day 
Adventist church and conference-operated church school system.




This chapter reviews the literature related to the focus of this study. The ordering 
of the sources in this review is by the following categories:
1. The Seventh-day Adventist Educational System
2. Non Seventh-day Adventist parochial education systems
3. Professional roles in Christian schools
a. Teachers’ role and responsibility
b. Principals’ role and responsibility
c. Pastors’ role and responsibility
4. General leadership issues relating to role in the Seventh-day Adventist context





6. Leadership issues and working relationships.
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The Seventh-day Adventist Educational System
The Seventh-day Adventist denomination has a worldwide education system 
spanning pre-school to advanced graduate degree and professional programs. This study 
addressed schools serving kindergarten through the second year of secondary school, 
though the vast majority of schools operated by the Georgia-Cumberland Conference 
encompass Grades 1 through 8 only. This system is highly organized and functions with 
administrative oversight at the General Conference level with policies specific to the 
North American Division, at the Union Conference level (the Georgia-Cumberland 
Conference is a part of the Southern Union Conference), and at the local conference 
level. This organizational stmcture is hierarchical with the General Conference in official 
assembly as the highest authority in the organization (NAD, 2004, p. 34).
The Seventh-day Adventist organization is a representative system that delegates 
authority to committees and assemblies as opposed to individuals as would be the case in 
papal or episcopal systems of church governance (GCSDA, 1990, pp. 37-38). This is a 
significant point of differentiation from the Roman Catholic system that places primary 
authority in the person of pope, archbishop, or priest (pastor). Ellen G. White is quoted in 
the official statement pertaining to church authority; “The word of God does not give 
license for one man to set up his judgment in opposition to the judgment of the church, 
neither is he allowed to urge his opinion against the opinions of the church” (GCSDA, 
1990, p. 154).
This appears to be a critical organizational issue as it pertains to the personal 
power and authority of the pastor. The group-based decision-making process in the SDA 
system appears to be a major point of difference with the Roman Catholic system studied 
by Schafer (2002).
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The employment structure positions the superintendent of education at the 
conference level as the direct supervisor of the educator in the local church school and is 
responsible for recruitment and hiring of the same (NAD, 2004, p. 276). Policies relating 
to employment and personnel reside with the union and are enforced by the conference 
superintendent of education in cooperation with the conference board of education (NAD, 
2004, p. 180).
Responsibility for the supervision of pastors resides with the conference president 
in counsel with the conference executive committee (GCSDA, 1990, p. 120). Educators 
are supervised by the conference superintendent of education. The superintendent of 
education reports to the conference president, thus creating an intermediate level of 
supervision between educator and conference president (GCSDA, 1990, p. 120). The 
organizational structure defines pastors and educators in separate systems that intersect 
only at the office of the conference president. No defined relationship exists between 
pastor and educator below the level of conference president to whom each ultimately 
reports.
The officially stated purpose of the Seventh-day Adventist Church is to “teach all 
nations the everlasting gospel of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ and the 
commandments of God” (GCSDA, 1990, p. 1). This mission-based philosophy of the 
church gave rise to the educational system that serves as a training platform “to make 
every vocation simply an adjunct to evangelistic missionary activity” (Schwarz, 1979, p. 
205). In the official statement detailing the relationship of the SDA educational system to 
the SDA church it is stated that “the school system has as its basic evangelistic task the
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educational and redemption of the children and Youth of the church” (NAD, 2004, p. 
260).
The statement of philosophy of the SDA education system reflects a commitment 
to cooperative ministry of “homes, schools, and churches” in a holistic approach to the 
development of learners (NAD, 2004, p. 256). The pastor and his/her relationship with 
the school or the educators who serve it are not mentioned in the statement of philosophy, 
mission statement, goals statement, or statement of objectives (NAD, 2004, pp. 257-263). 
Apart from being identified as a one who “may” serve as a member of the school 
operating board (NAD, 2004, p. 292), the pastor’s role is not mentioned in the official 
SDA education policies. No mention is made in the official policies relating to the role of 
the pastor as it concerns the school or the educators who serve it (NAD, 2004, pp. 463- 
501).
The philosophical underpinnings of the SDA education system were impacted by 
the counsel and writings of Ellen G. White (1827-1915), one of the founding members of 
the SDA church. Her acceptance by the church as a prophet adds credibility to her 
extensive literary attention to the subject of Christian education and has served to 
heighten the importance of maintaining Christian education as a priority ministry within 
the Seventh-day Adventist organization (Jemison, 1955, pp. 454-462). Kibuuka (2001) 
references a statement by Ellen G. White (1913, p. 157) in which she urges schools to 
“foster understanding of the appropriate roles and relationships between administrators, 
board members, teachers and staff members, students, parents, constituents, and church 
leaders.” This comprehensive counsel to clarify roles and responsibilities is buttressed by
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the following warning, “Unrealistic assumptions and expectations can make this 
interaction very difficult” (1913, p. 157).
Non Seventh-day Adventist Parochial Education Systems
Schafer’s (2002) study of leadership role relationships of Roman Catholic pastors 
and principals in the western United States and other Catholic scholars (Bracken, 2004; 
Fulton, 2002; Kealey, 1989; Marchese, 2000; Spry & Duignan, 2003; Wojcicki, 1982); 
Sieger and Beck’s (1998) research and that of other Lutheran scholars (Bartel, 2004; 
Fyffe, 2004; Pope, 1995; Townsend, 2002; Voss, 1967, June 14-15) on the perceptions of 
pastors by pastors, teachers, and principals in the American Lutheran Church as they 
relate to the parochial school; and Baker’s (1996) study on the attitudes and support of 
Adventist ministers towards denominational K-12 schools and that of Kunitz (1988) adds 
to the conceptual framework as it relates to parochial school structures and organizations. 
The common conclusions of these dissertations relating to role confusion and role 
conflict between pastors and parochial school educators support the concerns that prompt 
this research.
Professional Roles in Christian Schools
An overarching challenge that is shared by parochial schools and public schools
alike is the unresolved tension between the bureaucratic and professional aspects of
teaching. This tension is so prevalent that some question whether educators in typical
school institutions are professionals or employees.
Although both orientations stress technical competence, objectivity, impersonality, 
and service, the unique structure of the professions is a basic source of conflict. 
Professionals attempt to control themselves through a self-imposed standards and 
group surveillance. In contrast, bureaucratic employees are expected to adhere to
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rules and regulations and to subordinate themselves to the hierarchy. . . .  The conflict 
is between professional expertise and autonomy, and bureaucratic discipline and 
control. The significance of the discord is brought into sharp focus when we examine 
employees who are subject to both forms of social control: professionals working 
within bureaucracies. (Hoy & Miskel, 2001, p. 439)
It seems likely that the Christian school whose sitz im lieben is the church—which 
is historically hierarchical in nature to greater and lesser degrees depending on 
denominational affiliation—will continue to struggle with role conflict based upon this 
unresolved issue. Teachers are trained to function as professionals but are generally 
treated as bureaucratic employees governed by standardized rules and regulations.
Pastors in hierarchical and centralized bureaucratic organizations are subject to the 
assumption or even the reality of dominance of position in relationship to the educator 
and thus become a focal point for the organizational tension experienced by educators in 
this regard.
Professional roles in church-operated schools are complicated by numerous 
variables that challenge the establishment of a standard systematic approach to roles and 
responsibilities that will fit any and all situations. The theological issues involved with 
ordination of the pastor and the degree of subordination that is expected of teachers and 
principals creates a set of expectations that remains dependent upon a common 
understanding of the pastors’ ordained role in order to achieve a fulfilling and 
harmonious working relationship in the context of the school. Townsend (2002, p. 60) 
states that ordination “requires” subordination on the part of the principal. He balances 
that by presenting the pastor’s leadership role as that of a servant rather than one based 
primarily upon authority or personal charisma.
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The issue of ordination leads to the connected variable of hierarchy of authority. 
Can the church school function on a strict adherence to an established hierarchy of 
authority? Research in this area indicates that it likely cannot (Pope, 1995; Sieger &
Beck, 1998, p. 33; Townsend, 2002, p. 185). The Roman Catholic Church is clear in its 
statement if not in practice that the pastor is the “most influential administrator in the 
local school” (Fulton, 2002, p. 1). The collaborative model where pastors and educators 
lead as a team on the strength of their professional relationship (Hill, 1992/1993) is a 
model that sidesteps the restrictions of hierarchical models and focuses on building a 
sense of team that leverages the best of both professions to build a strong school ministry. 
The North American Division of Seventh-day Adventists Office of Education publishes a 
handbook for principals (Hurlbert, 2004) that includes counsel for principals aimed at 
increasing the collaboration and effectiveness of the pastor/principal team. Unfortunately, 
SDA policy documents do not address the role of pastor and educator in a manner that 
clarifies the role ambiguity that seems to exist in the education system.
History plays a part in the challenge of educators and pastors developing a clear 
understanding of their leadership roles in the context of the school. “More often than not, 
school was designed to facilitate the memorization of important texts, principally 
religious ones” (Gardner, 1991, p. 128). For centuries, pastors have been expected to 
foster the educational program of the church (Sieger & Beck, 1998, p. 3; Wojcicki, 1982, 
p. 2). Priests in the Roman Catholic system served as both spiritual leader and financial 
administrator (Fulton, 2002, p. 16), and that stereotype remains an issue for pastors and 
educators today as they cope with the expectations of congregants and parents who have 
a stake in the local church-operated school. It seems probable that the plethora of
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research from various and diverse Christian denominations that has been undertaken in 
the last 20 years may be a result of the failure of our historical stereotypes to function 
effectively in the context of 21 ̂ '-century culture. Though Wojcicki (1982, p. 211) and 
others (Fulton, 2002, p. 4) espouse the pastor as “spiritual leader” the role expectations of 
the church organization, congregants, parents, and even the pastor seem to make that role 
primary.
Spry and Duignan (2003, p. 3) suggest that schools are an ideal setting for 
applying the concepts of shared leadership that leverages the capabilities of teachers, 
pastors, and community rather than reliance upon the individual leadership of principals 
or pastors working in separate contexts within the school.
In summary, the roles within the Christian school may include spiritual leader, 
financial administrator, manager, conflict manager, public relations director, curriculum 
director, coach, recruiter, instructor, and mentor. Though this summary list is not 
exhaustive, it reflects the diverse and critically important functions that must be 
addressed by those charged with primary leadership in Christian schools. Who carries 
these responsibilities and particularly who has primary responsibility for these and other 
role expectations present a common challenge for Christian schools across 
denominational lines.
Teacher’s Roles and Responsibilities
The role and responsibility of the teacher is primarily instructional but, like 
pastors and principals, the expectations and even the need for them to serve a broader 
leadership role are clear (Lieberman & Miller, 2004, p. 43). The overriding role emphasis 
in the Australian Catholic School context emphasizes the teacher as an “adult member of
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the church, rather than on their teaching role in the school” (Bracken, 2004, p. 21). Their 
role is defined as ministry in the teaching context. This ministry role framework for 
teachers is also applied to teachers within the SDA context (Hoilette, 1992/1993).
Bracken (2004) defines the leadership role of the teacher as parallel with that of 
the principal in contrast to shared leadership that he describes as being delegated by the 
principal to the teacher or distributed leadership, which lacks a sense of equivalence to 
the leadership of the principal (pp. 47-48). In the framework of parallel leadership, 
teacher leaders “convey convictions about a better world; strive for authenticity in their 
teaching, learning and assessment practices; facilitate communities of learning through 
organization-wide processes; confront barriers in the school’s culture and structures; 
translate ideas into systems of action; [and] nurture a culture of success” (Crowther, 
August 8, 2005, p. 5). This non-hierarchical model is not a common concept in the 
literature reviewed but provides an option for change in an organizational context that is 
largely modeled on formal hierarchy. The non-hierarchical model of “classic learning” 
(Smith, 1998, p. 3) is presented as a preferred model of learning by some.
The role challenge that teachers face is complicated by the fact that hierarchical 
thinking and structures continue to challenge their status as professionals. “As long as the 
basic bureaucratic structure of the school tends to be authoritarian, teacher authority will 
continue to be a major source of tension” (Hoy & Miskel, 2001, p. 119). However, the 
need for addressing this issue mounts as the context of our society changes. Post-modern 
attitudes toward authority and relationships are impacting schools through the community 
served as well as new teachers hired from the post-modern ranks. The adjustments toward 
this new context can, however, be encouraging: “Although organizations cannot rid
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themselves completely of hierarchy, the post-modern organization infuses structure with 
passion and enlivens it with delegation and participation” (Hoy & Miskel, 2001, p. 93).
The role of the teacher as it relates to commonly expected tasks of curriculum 
implementation, deliverer of information, supervision of students, and assessment are 
moving toward facilitator of learning and information management designed to facilitate 
lifelong learning patterns (Terry, 2006). Emerging roles for the teacher appear to be 
moving the teacher from a role of implementing curriculum designed by others to that of 
designer and implementer. Creative approaches such as teacher as Guide on the Side 
prescribe the teacher with more of a facilitator role wherein "the teacher is circulating, 
redirecting, disciplining, questioning, assessing, guiding, directing, fascinating, 
validating, facilitating, moving, monitoring, challenging, motivating, watching, 
moderating, diagnosing, trouble-shooting, observing, encouraging, suggesting, watching, 
modeling and clarifying" (McKenzie, 1998, p. 4).
The official qualifications of the teacher in the Seventh-day Adventist education 
system in North America are briefly described in the NAD Working Policy (NAD, 2004, 
p. 296) under “Instructional Personnel” but unlike the role details provided for principals, 
the teacher’s role remains defined only by the policy heading “Instructional.”
Principal’s Roles and Responsibilities
There is no standard job description for the principal that transcends various 
denominational boundaries. Voss (1967, June 14-15) gives a comprehensive report from 
the Lutheran perspective regarding what the principal is responsible for:
The principal ought to be a person who is a man of God, who has taught 
successfully, who has advanced professionally, who is certified, who has a good 
personal appearance, who is cooperative, healthy, and has the parish viewpoint. As 
the administrator of the school he will execute policies of the congregation and of the
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board of education; give reports to the congregation and to the board on the work; 
conduct staff meetings; arrange evaluations of textbooks and teaching materials; 
complete reports required by the state and the Synod; keep inventory on equipment of 
the school; be responsible for school programs, projects, and activities; be responsible 
for monies and records; for public relations; approve admissions, transfers, and 
promotions; be responsible for hygienic conditions in the school; for guidance 
programs, cumulative records, the school calendar, the school handbook, the 
orientation of new staff members, the staff handbook; represent needs of the staff 
before the board of education and the congregation.
As supervisor the principal may visit the classes and counsel teachers; be 
responsible for the playground, the lunch program, direct the testing program; be 
responsible for the library, the audio-visual aids, and the professional growth of the 
staff. Together with the other teachers the principal will suggest and direct activities, 
study the philosophy of the school, the curriculum, the school budget, and the school 
publications, (p. 1)
The principals of Lutheran schools in Australia are “required to be theologically 
equipped with a Graduate Diploma in Theology or a Master of Education from an 
appropriate Lutheran tertiary institution” (Bartel, 2004, p. 32).
In more hierarchical organizations the pastor may delegate the day-to-day 
operations of the school to the principal (Fulton, 2002, pp. 1-2) while maintaining 
primary administrative responsibility, which presupposes a subordinate relationship for 
the principal to the pastor. Overlap of role and responsibility is illustrated by the fact that 
principals also are assumed to carry a spiritual leadership role along with the pastor 
(Thomas & Davis, 1989, pp. 44, 45). This overlap and attendant power differential 
disallows true autonomy for the principal (Marchese, 2000). Role responsibilities are 
similar to those listed by Voss above and include: “faith formation, budget preparation, 
personnel hiring, curriculum development, teacher in-service training, discipline, staff 
observation/evaluation, public relations, maintenance/building supervision, armual and 
state reports, and other day-to-day tasks” (Marchese, 2000, p. 18).
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The principal is also viewed by some as responsible for the leadership of “culture 
shaping” (Bracken, 2004, p. 37) in the school. This role involves creating a climate of 
trust, care, safeness, openness, and authenticity in relationships that lead to a positive 
school climate.
The role of the SDA principal is defined in the North American Division Working 
Policy (2004). The principal is the chief administrator and answers directly to the 
conference office of education.
Specific duties are outlined as follows:
1. Serve as executive secretary of the board.
2. Serve as agent of the school board in administering the school in accordance 
with the union conference education code, and any additional policies adopted by the 
conference board of education and the school board.
3. Provide leadership to the religious program and activities, and in the 
development and maintenance of a positive spiritual climate.
4. Be responsible for the organization of the school program.
5. Serve as fiscal manager and operate the school on a sound financial basis.
6. Maintain a record-keeping system to ensure the security of all school, student, 
and board records.
7. Provide leadership in preparing for the school evaluation process.
8. Assume responsibility for school marketing and the recruitment of students.
9. Provide leadership for the instmctional program.
10. Provide direction for co-curricular programs and off-campus activities and
tours.
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11. Serve as agent of the school board in working with the conference office of 
education in the employment of school personnel.
12. Maintain discipline in accordance with Christian principles.
13. Develop and maintain positive community relations.
14. Ensure the periodic inspection and maintenance of buildings, grounds, and 
equipment for operating efficiency and provide for safety of operation throughout the 
school plant, with regularly conducted fire and disaster drills (NAD, 2004, p. 294).
The education policy identifies a teaching principal as a school administrator who 
also carries classroom instruction responsibilities (NAD, 2004, p. 295).
Fulton (2002) cites several Catholic scholars in describing the principal’s role as 
one that is expected to collaborate with the pastor and posits that, “together, the pastor 
and the principal form the managerial, educational, and spiritual leadership of the school”
(p. 2).
Pastor’s Roles and Responsibilities
The role of the pastor as it relates to the parochial school varies across
denominational lines and is impacted by the governance structure of the individual
denomination and the degree of authority delegated to the pastor in the school context.
The Roman Catholic Diocese of Spokane (2002) in Spokane, Washington, defines
the role of the pastor in the context of the school as follows:
The pastor(s), by virtue of his office, is appointed to advance the spiritual good of 
all members of a particular parish. The pastor(s) duties extend to all parish-related 
institutions, including parish or inter-parish schools. The pastor(s) shall take an 
appropriate part in the Christian development of students and staff at the school. The 
pastor(s) also has a special role with respect to financing, plant management, and 
public relations. (Policy 2300)
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The voice of history speaks through the Lutheran tradition in a proclamation 
written in Germany in 1868 regarding the role of the pastor in the school and read to the 
American church:
The separation of the Christian school office from the preaching office does not 
release the pastor from his accountability in regard to the Christian instruction and 
training of the young. Therefore the office of overseeing the school remains with him 
and the faithful administration of this function is his holy duty. (Selle, 1869)
The role of the school pastor varies by denominational context and even within 
denominational context (Bartel, 2004, p. 30). For instance, the school pastor within the 
Lutheran Church in Australia is “responsible to the principal. .  . except where a teaching 
of the church is at stake” (Bartel, 2004, p. 31). As mentioned before, the pastor in the 
Roman Catholic system has authority over the principal within the framework of 
diocesan policy and determines to what degree authority is delegated to the principal. In 
the Seventh-day Adventist educational system, the relationship and role for the pastor in 
the school remain undefined other than his/her ex-officio status as a school board 
member.
General Leadership Issues Relating to Role
Peter Drucker (1974, p. 272) establishes role clarification as a primary 
management responsibility that is essential to the healthy function of an organization. In 
the broader context of leadership, the leader bears the burden of clearly defining the role 
that each person is to play in the community he or she serves (Yukl, 1998, pp. 78-81). 
The Path-Goal Theory posits that directive leadership must intentionally reduce role 
ambiguity in order to increase worker satisfaction and effort-performance expectancy 
(Yukl, 1998, p. 268). Yukl (1998) cites the work of Kerr and fermier (1978) on
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leadership substitutes wherein he focuses on the situation in which leadership occurs and 
identifies role clarification as a primary intervening variable between a leader’s behavior 
and unit effectiveness (p. 273). The potential for role ambiguity increases when role 
interdependence is required, as may be the case for pastors and educators (Yukl, 1998, p. 
291). Yukl provides an additional insight pertinent to this study: “The performance of a 
group depends on member ability and role clarity” (p. 354). Since both pastors and 
educators are highly trained professionals it would follow that role clarity be addressed 
with care and intentionality.
Edward Marshall (2000, p. 83) discusses team-oriented organizational structure as 
the form that must follow the function of a relationship-based organization if it is to 
effectively leverage collaboration to accomplish its mission. If the church-based school 
envisions itself to be a relationship-based organization, then the structures that support 
the organization should consider a model designed to support collaboration and minimize 
the walls that potentially isolate those who serve the mission of the school. Drucker 
describes this as organizational “harmony” wherein the organization is in tune: “It is not 
constituted by individual sounds but by the relations between them” (Drucker, 1972, p. 
26). Crowther (2005) refers to this as organizational “alignment ” (p. 6).
The empowering of others necessitates the establishment of clear boundaries 
within which each person is free to lead. “People will never be empowered if they’re not 
sure what their job is” (Blanchard, Carlos, & Randolph, 1998, p. 47). “Vision comes alive 
when everyone sees where his or her contribution makes a difference” (Blanchard et al., 
1998, p. 49). Spry and Duignan (2003, p. 3) suggest a shared model of leadership that 
values the synergy of teachers, principals, and pastors in the context of parochial
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education. Their research recommends a model that assumes every member of the 
organization to be a leader that contributes uniquely to the process of quality education. 
Every leader is expected to demonstrate leadership in the following six dimensions: inner 
leadership, interpersonal leadership, organizational leadership, educative leadership, 
community leadership, and faith leadership (Spry & Duignan, 2003, p. 9). “The extent to 
which the school atmosphere promotes openness, colleagueship, professionalism, trust, 
loyalty, commitment, pride, academic excellence and cooperation is critical in developing 
a healthy work environment for teachers and administrators” (Hoy et al., 1991, p. 2). 
Lencioni (2002, pp. 188-189) asserts that there are five dysfunctions that battle against 
efforts to build a collegial context and all but one of them are relational in nature— 
avoidance of accountability, lack of commitment, fear of conflict, and absence of tmst.
Pastors and educators in the SDA system have traditionally been transferred to 
new assignments on a frequent basis. This practice can destabilize the working 
relationship between church and school. Unless there is a role negotiation process that 
seeks to settle role issues between the two, there is a likelihood of role ambiguity and 
resultant increase in negative impact on the mission of the church and school 
(Schermerhom et al., 2000, p. 281). The frequent change of personnel can be further 
complicated by the quality of the relationship between the pastor and educator. Clarity of 
work-role requires more than an oral agreement. Knowing and understanding the what, 
when, and how of an assignment is critical to overall performance and job satisfaction. 
Formal agreements regarding role and function are necessary to maintaining clarity 
(Kersey & Blanchard, 1993, p. 407).
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Seventh-day Adventist Context
The general expectation of the SDA pastor clearly includes the promotion and 
support of Christian education from the earliest years of denominational existence 
(Baker, 1996, p. 36). In the early years of denominational development this meant 
something less formal than how it might be interpreted today, however. Baker’s 1996 
research focuses on the issue of pastoral support for Christian education and emphasizes 
the common perception that such support has historically been deficient (p. 37). Baker 
indicates that attitudes of SDA pastors toward Christian education are generally positive 
and intentions are supportive. Practical involvement demonstrates that attitude is 
perceived to be generally low, however. Pastors indicated that communication from the 
school with them was deficient and that they would personally benefit from formal 
training in regard to Christian education at the seminary level (Baker, 1996, pp. 1-2).
Kunitz (1988) researched group attitudes toward the profession of teaching in the 
SDA system and discovered a low appreciation for the profession due to short tenure of 
teachers in SDA schools and the comparatively lower salary scale of teachers. Lack of 
pastor support for the teacher was attributed to the general lowering of an attitude of 
professionalism among teachers (p. 4).
Four Dimensions of Leadership Within the School
Schafer (2002, p. 79-80) identifies four general dimensions of leadership 
responsibility in the context of the parochial school. He explains that these four 
dimensions are an expansion of the three general categories of responsibility assigned to 
the principal of a Catholic elementary school: Faith Leader, Instructional Leader, and 
Managerial Leader. The Managerial Leader dimension was subdivided to render the
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Communicator and Administrator dimensions as a means of clarifying the perceived 
complexity of the Managerial Leader dimension.
This research study adopted the four dimensions—Faith Leader, Instructional 
Leader, Communicator, and Administrator—after review and validation by professional 
SDA educators, educational administrators, and pastors determined that they reflect 
accurately the leadership dimensions expected of leaders who function within the context 
of the Seventh-day Adventist K-10 school system.
Faith Leader
The Faith Leader dimension encompasses a broad range of spiritual and religious 
issues related to education and school life. The promotion of religious values in the 
context of the school is a clear historical expectation of the pastor regardless of 
denominational affiliation (GCSDA, 1990, p. 118; Sieger & Beck, 1998, p. 3; Wojcicki, 
1982, p. 2). Precedent for the educator as Faith Leader is tied to the history of parochial 
education in that the first formal educators were also clergy (Selle, 1869). The principal 
or head teacher as educator is formally charged by the SDA educational system with the 
responsibility of Faith Leader (NAD, 2004, p. 295).
Teachers are called to the contemporary challenge of teaching faith: “To reach 
twenty-first century children with the good news, we must tailor our teaching to 
accommodate the way they [children] learn. We must entice them to meet God and Jesus 
through dynamic teaching they cannot ignore” (Habenicht & Burton, 2004, p. 21). Jim 
Roy (2005) cites the work of William Glasser in extending the Faith Leader role of the 
educator as a “lead-manager” (p. 69) that requires the teacher to model as well as teach 
faith values: “Values and beliefs can be talked about in bible class, but the life a teacher
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lives will speak volumes more than the most eloquent lectures and discussions” (p. 69). 
Counsel to schools regarding the faith values of Seventh-day Adventist young people 
urged them to “look closely at the relationships that are being built between students and 
teacher. All these relationships must model the goodness, graciousness, and love of God” 
(Gillespie, Donahue, Gane, & Boyatt, 2004, p. 146). The Valuegenisis study credited 
“teachers, pastors, and parents” (Gillespie et al., 2004, p. 168) as significant sources for 
faith development for the students surveyed.
It is interesting to note that respected Adventist education instructors reserve the 
Faith Leader role of baptism preparation of students to the pastor. Habenicht and Burton 
(2004) instruct teachers to direct the students to the pastor for baptism preparation (p. 
341).
The official philosophy statement of the General Conference of Seventh-day 
Adventists (GCSDA, 1990) Department of Education commits to a position that the 
integration of faith in all disciplines within the school curriculum is the goal of the church 
and the purpose for SDA education (Policy FE 5, FE 10). The job description for 
“Teacher” on file at the Georgia-Cumberland Conference (Gettys, 2007) office in 
Calhoun, Georgia, listed the category of “Spiritual” as the first dimension of 
responsibility. It is thus clear that the Faith Leader role is critical to the SDA school and a 
legitimate leadership role of the SDA educator.
Instructional Leader
The Instmctional Leader dimension encompasses the formal teaching and 
instmctional role assumed by those serving the educational needs of the K-10 schools. 
“The teaching-learning process is the technical core of the school. Other activities are
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secondary to the basic mission of teaching and learning; in fact, the process shapes many 
of the administrative decisions that must be made in schools” (Hoy & Miskel, 2001, p. 
433). The strength of the teacher has traditionally been founded in their expertise in the 
subject matter of their instruction. “It is subject matter expertise that gives teachers their 
legitimacy to lead” (Lieberman & Miller, 2004, p. 16). The 2000 report by the National 
Research Council on How People Leam  determined that “teachers must come to teaching 
with the experience of in-depth study of the area themselves” (Bransford, Brown, & 
Cocking, 2000, p. 20).
Gardner (1991) approaches the Instructional Leader role with two possible 
intended outcomes: the transfer of knowledge from instructor to student or mimetic 
educational tack, or the transformative approach that seeks to evoke understanding of 
underlying issues (p. 119). The classic theory of learning and the official theory of 
learning contrasted by Smith (1998, p. 12) not only emphasize the distance between the 
separation of the methodological approaches but also add emphasis to the centrality of 
the Instmctional Leader role in the school.
Communicator
The Communicator role serves the intra-institutional, inter-institutional, and 
personal communication needs of the school as it relates to students, parents, faculty, 
staff, church, denominational headquarters, and community entities. The Commimicator 
fosters two-way communication as opposed to unidirectional communication. In addition, 
quality two-way communication must be consistent and ongoing in order to be effective 
(Hoy & Miskel, 2001, p. 438). Hoy and Miskel (2001, p. 439) stress the challenge faced 
by a leader when balancing the seemingly conflicting needs of free-flowing information
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and that of coordination necessary to accomplishment of the common purpose or goal. 
The Communicator and Administrator functions of the leader must continually be 
analyzed and compared so that the blending of these two necessary forces remains 
optimal to school effectiveness.
Communication is a core leadership task (Locke, 2003, p. 277) and “it is 
important to use all existing communication tools, and invent new ones. Freely 
circulating information helps to create trust, and it turns us into rapid learners and more 
effective workers” (Wheatley, 2005, pp. 119-20). Emotional support along with a host of 
other valuable bits of information are communicated in verbal silence while non-verbal 
“talk” comprises what some would suggest to be as high as 80% of all communication 
(Parks, 2005, pp. 130-31). With the availability of increasingly complex multiple 
communication platforms “we should be careful to consider the various communication 
styles and diverse backgrounds that make up today’s organizations (Benson, 2000, p. 4). 
Even the stories we tell, both casually and intentionally, are valuable to communication 
and the leadership it supports (Armstrong, 1992, p. 6).
The Communicator dimension appears to serve a supportive role to the more 
primary role of Instructional Leader, which is at the core of the mission and purpose of 
the school. Technology has been integrated into sophisticated systems of communication 
and learning that lift the Communicator role above simply voice or written 
communication to a new level of knowledge access and exploration that must in turn be 
managed (Bransford et al., 2000, pp. 216-219).
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The Communicator plays a key role in the building and maintenance of
community. Lieberman and Miller (2004) cite a report by McLaughlin and Talbert (1993)
on a school where they found professional communities:
in which groups of teachers talked openly about their students and the problems they 
were having, discussed curricular and pedagogical approaches to making changes 
together, taught one another different strategies and practices, and committed 
themselves to collective discussion and action with their peers as colleagues, (p. 26)
William Classer (1998) continues this thought with his “Choice Theory” approach to 
managing a school. His non-coercive model of education involves a high degree of 
communication in the process of meeting the needs integral to his model (pp. 32-33, 46).
Administrator
The Administrator dimension is marked by responsibility for decision-making,
order, cooperation, bureaucratic discipline, planning, human and financial resources, and
management of inevitable conflicts that challenge the school (Kibuuka, 2001, pp. 6-8).
Administration is a complex process that requires careful reflection and continuous 
vigilance to changing conditions. .. . Complexity and connectedness in schools 
require “systems thinking—recognition of the importance of the whole rather than a 
focus on parts; the school is a social system in which the whole is always greater than 
the sum of its parts. (Hoy & Miskel, 2001, pp. 437-438)
Mintzberg (1983) places the Administrator dimension at the “strategic apex” with 
responsibility for “ensuring that the organization serve its mission in an effective way, 
and also that it serve the needs of those who control or otherwise have power over the 
organization” (p. 13). He sees three categories within this dimension— direct supervision, 
management of the organization’s environment, and development of strategy. Classer 
(1998) equates the role of teacher relative to school administrators as middle management 
(p. 6) and refers to the teacher’s role as that of manager. This constructs a view of the role
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of the educator as instructor supported by a secondary role that involves managing 
resources, people, and the learning environment.
The Administrator dimension in this study recognizes that this function in multi­
staff schools is filled by administrative specialists such as principals, superintendents, 
headmasters, etc. Classer (1998) emphasizes the administrator role as one that serves and 
supports the building up of “effective teachers” (p. 11).
Leadership Issues and Working Relationships
The traditional view of leadership assumed the powerlessness of people and 
justified the attitude that power be vested in a few who exercised that power over many 
(Senge, 1994, p. 340). Current realities in our work and organizational environments 
require a move away from power and authority as a basis for relationships between what 
has traditionally been known as leaders and followers.
Leadership realities are changing—“we face issues for which hierarchical
leadership is inherently inadequate” (Senge, Sharmer, Jaworski, & Flowers, 2004, p.
192). Today’s social climate will likely not support a professional team model in our
schools based solely on positional authority. There are voices recognizing that “we have
to nurture a new form of leadership that doesn’t depend on extraordinary individuals”
(Senge et al., 2004, p. 191). Nirenberg (1993) recognizes the need for a model based
upon a concept of community that recognizes the interdependent relationships of
empowered individuals:
It is not leadership from any one person that is required; it is an aspect of leadership 
each of us summons from within. In this respect, the same qualities we have sought 
in one person can be found distributed among many people who leam, in community, 
to exercise their "leadership" at appropriate moments. This occurs when people are 
vitally concerned about issues or when executing their responsibilities. Leadership
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thus becomes a rather fluid concept focusing on those behaviors which propel the 
work of the group forward, (p. 198)
Huber (1998) reflects on the writings of Robert Greenleaf (1991) in stating that
“one is a servant first before consciously choosing to lead” (p. 110). The new realities of
the post-industrial age challenge us to find new leadership models that leverage
connectedness and relationships that honor each individual within the context of our
institutions and organizations. The “leader as servant” model provides a conceptual
framework within which such a model may be developed. Greenleaf (1991) writes;
The difference manifests itself in the care taken by the servant—first to make sure 
that other people’s highest priority needs are being served. The best test, and difficult 
to administer, is: do those served grow as persons; do they, while being served, 
become healthier, wiser, freer, and more autonomous, more likely themselves to 
become servants? And, what is the effect on the least privileged in society; will they 
benefit, or, at least, will they not be further deprived? (p. 27)
“Servants have a common purpose—to replace competition with community”
(Huber, 1998, p. 21). The relational context in which pastor and educator work could be
founded in a personal bonding based upon their common mission. The Christian context
would suppose that it is also based upon “love” (John 13:34). “The true quality of our
love is exposed by the stresses and strains of our relationships with others, especially
those with whom we work the closest” (Peterson & Strauch, 1991, p. 51). In the servant
as leader model the pyramid of hierarchy is replaced with the circle of interdependent
relationships. The circle moves to “envelope everyone and can grow as they add numbers
without diminishing power” (Jones, 2002, p. 120). This circle is the context of leadership
where relationships are governed by love. Henry Nouwen (1989) asks:
What makes the temptation of power so seemingly irresistible? Maybe it is the power 
that offers an easy substitute for the hard task of love. It seems easier to be God than 
to love God, easier to control people than to love people, easier to own life than to
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love life. Jesus asks, “Do you love me?” We ask, “Can we sit at your right hand and 
your left hand in your kingdom?” (Matthew 20:21) (p. 59)
The emphasis in most studies on role conflict and ambiguity in church-operated 
schools centers on the stressed relationship between pastors and educators (principals 
and/or teachers) (Clift, 1995; Fulton, 2002; Kunitz, 1988; Schafer, 2002; Wojcicki, 
1982). The transforming model (Bums, 1978) and that of servant as leader (Greenleaf, 
1991) model provides a theoretical base for leadership that seems consistent with the 
overall philosophical base for Christian leadership enjoined in the church-operated 
school.
Conner (1992) suggests that relational quality is impacted by an organizational 
structure (pp. 107-111) that has educators (agent) reporting to the superintendent of 
education (sponsor) and the pastor (agent) reporting to the conference president 
(sponsor). This four-way structure or “square” relationship can be dysfunctional and 
marginalize the relational quality necessary for a healthy, productive working 
relationship. The pastor and teacher must see one another as allies and doing so requires 
the development of their working relationship (Baker, 1996, p. 39). Vroom (1995) cites 
relationships with colleagues and coworkers as a primary source of motivation and job 
satisfaction (p. 47). Lieberman and Miller (2004) suggest that working relationships be 
viewed as shared leadership. Teachers (and by extension, others) may “leam that 
leadership is powerful when all members of a community take an active part in sharing 
it” (p. 41). It is recommended that schools should develop professional communities able 
to “forge new professional identities that are rooted in collaboration, collective 
knowledge, and practice, and joint ownership” (p. 42).
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Leadership in the context of the learning environment is holistic and based upon
leveraging relationships of empowered participants (Sandmann & Vandenberg, 1995).
The driving forces of this philosophy, then, are community, the heart of a group's 
leadership; vision, which engages the spirit; learning, which stimulates the mind; and 
action, which compels energy. From this point of view, leadership development shifts 
from individual-centered to collective-centered; from a packaged curriculum to an 
evolving, customized educational process focused on building relationships; and from 
discrete leadership development programs to leadership development embedded in 
concrete issues identified by the participants in the process, (p. 3)
The relationships that support such a leadership environment must in turn be 
supported by role clarity. The bureaucracy that supports the school bears the 
responsibility of reducing role stress by clarifying responsibility (Hoy & Miskel, 2001, p. 
98). “Church schools have tended to overlook concerns about relationships. Instead, 
attention has centered on budgets, enrollment, and control issues” (Hill, 1992/1993, p. 8).




The purpose of this study is to compare leadership role expectations in 
denominationally operated church K-10 schools within the Georgia-Cumberland 
Conference of Seventh-day Adventists as perceived by educators and their pastors, and to 
determine how these perceptions about professional role expectations affect the pastors’ 
and educators’ professional relationship.
The method used in any study is necessarily dependent on the purpose of the 
study. Creswell (2003) states that the purpose statement establishes the direction of the 
research (p. 87). Purpose is the controlling force in research. Decisions about design, 
measurement, analysis, and reporting all flow from purpose.
This chapter contains a description of the quantitative methodology and 
procedures to be employed in this study. This includes the research design, the 
population, instrumentation, data collection procedures, data analysis, limitations, and 
ethical issues concerning the study.
This study was generally patterned after the research of Dr. Duane F. Schafer in 
his 2002 study of Catholic single-parish parochial schools (2002). This research 
attempted diligence to avoid any perception of improper borrowing of his work other 
than what was necessary for accurately communicating a common approach.
42
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Research Design
I adapted and administered a survey instrument (designed by Dr. Duane F.
Schafer) and targeted all Georgia-Cumberland Conference pastors at an annual 
professional conference and to all Georgia-Cumberland Conference educators at a 
separate conference venue.
Weisberg, Krosnick, and Bowen (1996, p. 20) suggest that surveys are a common 
and appropriate alternative to the temptation to lean on assumption as a means of 
explaining behavior. Rubin and Babbie (2001) indicate that the survey method of 
collecting information is the most common method of data gathering applied to social 
science research. When anonymity can be assured, the self-administered survey allows 
for the collection of sensitive information that might not be made available via interview 
(p. 361).
The survey research method as employed in the 2002 research of Dr. Duane F. 
Schafer as published in his Gonzaga University Doctor of Philosophy dissertation. 
Leadership Role Expectations and Relationships o f Principals and Pastors in Catholic 
Parochial Elementary Schools, was used in this research project as a means of 
approximating his method of data collection. Though Schafer’s research design was not 
imposed upon this study as a whole, there was a secondary reason supporting the survey 
approach in that it allows a census of the Georgia-Cumberland Conference population of 
pastors and educators as opposed to a sampling.
Survey research has several strengths. Weisberg et al. (1996) cite the advantage of 
survey research in gathering information on “public attitudes and mass behavior” that is 
difficult or insufficient through other methods (p. 20). Though the method of 
administration of the research survey would favor the face-to-face method as a means of
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improving response rate, candor of the responses, and the need for interviewer 
supervision (p. 121), the cost of administration of the survey is reduced significantly 
when using a self-administered survey as compared to the face-to-face interview. A self­
administered survey taken simultaneously in a common environment under the 
supervision of the researcher allows for a low-cost approach with the response 
advantages of a face-to-face interview. The additional benefit of survey research is that of 
making large samples feasible (Rubin & Babbie, 2001, p. 379).
Survey research is attended by several inherent weaknesses. Survey research may 
not provide the depth necessary to evaluate the context or complexity of an issue 
(Schafer, 2002, p. 83). The elimination or reduction of group influences may not be 
possible when using survey research as compared to the face-to-face interview. Weisberg 
et al. (1996) propose that survey research may be “least useful for the study of beliefs and 
future behaviors that are emotionally charged” (p. 20). The very nature of standardized 
questionnaires risks reducing the research to “the least common denominator” (Rubin & 
Babbie, 2001, p. 380) and thus overlook cogent information.
Rubin and Babbie (2001) add that survey research allows for some flexibility in 
the investigation of a point or issue by means of approaching it from various angles using 
several questions. It also creates a degree of restriction in that the instrument must remain 
static throughout the research process even though unanticipated variables may be 
discovered that would beg for adjustment in the instrument (p. 380).
In conclusion, survey research allowed the processing of input from the entire 
population of pastors, principals, and teachers in the Georgia-Cumberland Conference.
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Though validity is sometimes diminished in survey research, reliability was likely 
enhanced (Rubin & Babbie, 2001, p. 381)
Population
Weisberg et al. (1996, p. 32) prioritize the description of the population to be 
studied as the primary research design question. This research project differs from 
Schafer’s (2002) project in that his study targeted a large population that required the 
selection of a random cross section from which he drew conclusions that led to 
generalizations about the overall group being studied. This study targeted the entire 
population of 191 educators who currently serve the 43 Georgia-Cumberland Conference 
denominationally operated K-10 schools (18: Grades K-8; 4: Grades K-9; 3: Grades K- 
10; 15: Grades 1-8; 1: Grades 1-9; 1: Grades 6-10) and all 143 pastors serving the 198 
officially recognized congregations comprising the Georgia-Cumberland Conference.
A census survey was utilized to conduct a comparative study of the pastors’ and 
educators’ leadership role expectations and relationships within denominationally 
operated schools inside the boundaries of the Georgia-Cumberland Conference of 
Seventh-day Adventists. This territory included all of the state of Georgia, Cherokee 
County, North Carolina, and the eastern portion of the state of Tennessee to the eastern 
boundaries of Cannon, Clay, Coffee, DeKalb, Franklin, Jackson, and Smith counties (Jn- 
Francois, 2004).
Directory resources used in identifying the schools, churches, principals, and 
teachers included the Georgia-Cumberland Conference Directory and web site 
(http://gccsda.com ), the Southern Union Conference Directory and web site 
(http://www.southemunion.com), and the Seventh-day Adventist Yearbook (Jn-Francois,
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2004). The Georgia-Cumberland Conference Department of Education was asked to 
provide an official listing of names, addresses, phone numbers, and email addresses for 
schools, teachers, and principals that were crosschecked against published directories.
Instrumentation
This study used an adapted version of the Catholic School Leadership Survey 
(Schafer, 2002) with the written permission of Dr. Schafer to use and modify the same. 
The adaptation of Dr. Schafer’s survey was limited to the unique differences in the 
populations to assure validity. Whereas his study focused on elementary school principals 
and pastors, this study focused on pastors, teachers, and principals of K-10 schools.
The survey was made up of three parts:
Part I of the survey addressed the issue of respondent demographics. The 
following changes were made to Dr. Schafer’s survey instrument:
1. An additional item was written in to Part I, A to include “Teacher” as one of 
the options identifying the professional position held by the respondent.
2. Part I, F changed the nomenclature from “Catholic” to “SDA ” to make it 
appropriate to the population being studied.
3. Part I, G changed the student per school totals to fit the range of size of 
schools that operate in the Georgia-Cumberland Conference.
4. Part I, H changed the teachers per school range to fit the staffing totals of the 
schools within the Georgia-Cumberland Conference.
Apart from the changes referenced above. Part I included the same eight items 
addressed in Dr. Schafer’s research instrument: (a) current role, (b) length of service in 
the current position, (c) gender, (d) age, (e) highest level of formal education, (f) whether
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or not the respondent attended a Seventh-day Adventist school, (g) the number of 
students in the school, (h) the number of teachers on the staff.
Part II includes 54 items as originally designed by Dr. Schafer with nomenclature 
changes appropriate to the population being studied and an additional five items as 
follows: (a) supervising school faculty, (b) managing faculty and staff, (c) recruiting 
students to increase enrollment, (d) collection of tuition accounts receivable, and (e) 
managing school fund-raising projects.
Part II included a total of 59 questions. This part identified various leadership 
tasks that were subdivided into four dimensions that are not identified in the instrument: 
Faith Leader (items 1-14), Instructional Leader (items 15-21), Communicator (items 22- 
30, 33-35, 37-38), and Administrator (items 31, 32, 36, 39-59). Pastors, teachers, and 
principals were asked to use a Likert scale to rate the level of responsibility for each of 
the 59 tasks from the perspective of both the pastor and that of the educator. As per the 
original instrument, the rating scale ranges from a 6 (very high level of responsibility for 
this task) to 1 (no responsibility for this task). In addition, each respondent was asked to 
rate the level of tension between them as they consider each other’s role regarding the 
specific tasks addressed. For the purpose of this study I refer to scoring of this section as 
very high when scores are 5.25 to 6; high refers to scores of 4.5 to 5.24; moderate refers 
to scores ranging from 2.5 to 4.49; low refers to scores of 1.76 to 2.49: and very low 
refers to scores of 1 to 1.75.
Part III consists of 17 items aimed at establishing a Relationship Perception. This 
section scores each answer on a 4-point Likert scale with 4= Strongly Agree, 3= Agree, 
2= Disagree, and 1= Strongly Disagree. For the purpose of this study I refer to scoring of
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this section as very high when scores are 3.75 to 4; high refers to scores of 3 to 3.74; 
moderate refers to scores ranging from 2 to 2.99; low refers to scores of 1.26 to 1.99: and 
very low refers to scores of 1 to 1.25. This section is designed to measure the quality of 
the pastor and educator relationship with one another.
Procedure
The research survey was administered to pastors at an annual pastors’ conference 
sponsored by the Georgia-Cumberland Conference department of pastoral ministries 
under the supervision of a non-ministerial neutral proctor. Teachers and principals were 
administered the survey at an annual Georgia-Cumberland Conference educators’ 
conference under the supervision of a non-educator neutral proctor. A letter of 
endorsement from the vice president for education is included in the appendix that 
identifies her credentials as well as her understanding of the process established for 
proper data collection, transfer and treatment of the data from the collection site, and 
assurance of procedures related to maintaining confidentiality of respondents.
The process for administration of the survey at each venue was as follows:
1. Distribution, explanation, and collection of human subjects protocol form as 
approved by the Andrews University Institutional Review Board
2. Distribution of the surveys with a cover document that
3. briefly stated the purpose of the research
4. described the intended application of the research findings
5. assured the confidentiality of each respondent
6. Allowing adequate time and privacy for completing the survey before leaving 
the conference room
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7. Distribution of unmarked envelopes into which the completed surveys were 
placed by the respondents
8. Providing a box near each exit where surveys were dropped as they exited the
room
9. Collection of surveys sealed and packaged for transport by individuals other 
than the researcher as a means of adding an additional element of confidentiality to the 
data collection process
10. Delivery of the surveys to the researcher for analysis.
It was my purpose to abide by the standards and guidelines established by the 
Institutional Review Board of Andrews University and the Andrews University 
Leadership Program Handbook to the end that all those affected by this research were 
respected and protected to the highest degree possible. Appropriate human subjects 
protocols were followed as determined by the Andrews University Institutional Review 
Board. Statistical analysis was done using SPSS version 14.0 software.
Validity
Schafer (2002) established the validity of the Catholic School Leadership Survey
instrument by developing the role perception items
from a list of Catholic school principal competencies formulated by a committee of 
experts associated with the United States Catholic Conference Department of 
Education, National Catholic Education Association (NCEA)/Chief Administrators of 
Catholic Education (CACE), and the National Catholic Graduate Educational 
Leadership Programs (NCGELP) of Catholic Colleges and Universities, (p. 88)
In addition he pilot tested the survey with several pastors and principals to test for 
clarity of instructions, readability, and order.
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The superintendents of the Georgia-Cumberland Conference of Seventh-day 
Adventists Office of Education and experts drawn from professional education 
administrators, principals, and teachers served as reviewers. The review panel was 
assembled by the Georgia-Cumberland Conference Office of Education. They were 
joined by three pastors and a pastoral supervisor. These reviewers were asked to consider 
whether the questions asked on the Catholic School Leadership Survey (Schafer, 2002) 
were valid for the targeted SDA population and whether there were additional cogent 
questions that needed to be asked regarding specific role guidelines referenced by the 
North American Division education and pastoral ministries policy and practice. The 
instrument was pilot tested on a group of pastors and educators not included in the study 
population. They were asked to test the survey for content validity, clarity of instructions, 
and the order and stmcture of the items.
Subsequent to the review of the survey instrument used in this study, it was 
amended to make it consistent with the roles/responsibilities of educators and pastors in 
the Seventh-day Adventist school setting. Research and review of North American 
Division and Southern Union policies related to the roles and responsibilities of pastors 
and educators in the context of the local church school provided five additional questions 
(31, 32, 52, 53, and 56) that were added to the questionnaire to address specific 
administrator roles that were deemed important to the SDA school context and not 
covered in Schafer’s survey instrument. The questions included in the other three role 
dimensions were judged as valid for the SDA setting after adjusting the wording to the 
SDA context.
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Reliability
Reliability for the Catholic School Leadership Survey instrument was computed 
(Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficients) for each of the four role dimensions and reported to be 
within acceptable limits. Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficients analysis registered a low of 
.3522 on the principal as Instructional Leader (Schafer, 2002). Table 1 contains the 
reliability report from his study.
Table 1
Reliability Analysis From Schafer’s Study
Scale Items Pastor Principal Tension
Faith Leader 1-14 .9143 .7335 .9564
Instructional Leader 15-21 .8296 .3522 .9009
Communicator 22-30, 33-35, 37-38 .8947 .7941 .9451
Administrator 31-32, 36, 39-59 .9068 .8813 .9615
Relationship 1-17 .9422 .8898
Note. From Leadership Role Expectations and Relationships o f Pastors and Teachers in 
Catholic Parochial Elementary Schools (p. 89), by Duane F. Schafer, 2002, Ann Arbor, 
MI: University Microfilms. Copyright 2002 by Duane F. Schafer. Reprinted with 
permission.
Reliability for this study instrument is reported in Table 2 as determined by 
Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficients method. Each of the four role dimensions—Faith Leader, 
Instructional Leader, Communicator, and Administrator; tension factors for each of the 
four dimensions; and relational behavior for pastor and educator—were analyzed. 
Reliability coefficients were within acceptable range with .785 (pastor as Instructional 
Leader) lowest and .973 (tension relating to Administrator role dimension) being the 
highest.
Alpha coefficient ranges in value from 0 to 1 and may be used to describe the 
reliability of factors extracted from dichotomous (that is, questions with two possible
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answers) and/or multi-point formatted questionnaires or scales (i.e., rating scale: 1 = 
poor, 5 = excellent). The higher the score, the more reliable the generated scale is. 
Nunnaly (1978) has indicated 0.7 to be an acceptable reliability coefficient but lower 
thresholds are sometimes used in the literature. (Santos, 1999, section 3, paragraph 2)
Table 2
Reliability Analysis
Scale Items Pastor Educator Tension
Faith Leader 1-14 .877 .885 .962
Instructional Leader 15-21 .785 .892 .892
Communicator 22-30, 33-35, 37-38 .843 .877 .950
Administrator 31,32, 36, 39-59 .905 .921 .973
Relationship 1-17 .965 .954
Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient analysis reports reliability for all four of the 
leadership role dimensions of Faith Leader, Instructional Leader, Communicator, and 
Administrator at an acceptable level. Relationship ratings were likewise established as 
reliable.
Treatment of Missing Values
The 1,229 total missing values were equal to 2.7% of the total items on the survey 
questionnaire excluding demographic items. Of the total items available for response on 
the questionnaire 28.43% had missing values > 5%. The 17 questions dealing with the 
relationship of pastors and educators in Part 111 of the questionnaire accounted for 
33.52% (412) of all missing values. Part 11 of the questionnaire registered 2.17% missing 
values, representing 11.86% of the total responses with >5% missing values (none > 
6.6%). Part 111 was analyzed on the basis of raw data with untreated missing values. All 
other missing values were treated with a mean of the series scores.
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Data Analysis
Data analysis was done using SPSS version 14 (Green & Salkind, 2003) statistical 
analysis software. Data analysis techniques are outlined in Table 3 and detail the analysis 
as it relates to the eight research questions.
The eight research questions addressed in this study are stated as research 
variables and are reported in Table 3 along with the level of measure and the respective 
data analysis treatments.
Table 3
Research Questions and Data Analysis
Research Questions Variables Level of Measure Analysis Technique
Question 1 Pastor’s expectation of his/her 
role within the school
Scale Descriptive
MANOVA
Question 2 Educator’s expectation of the 
pastor’s role within the school
Scale Descriptive
MANOVA
Question 3 ^Discrepancy between the 




Question 4 Educator’s expectation of 
his/her role within the school
Scale Descriptive
MANOVA
Question 5 Pastor’s expectation of the 




Question 6 *Discrepancy between the 








Question 8 How perceptions of tension 
affect their working relationship
Scale Linear Regression
* Discrepancy refers to the difference in how educators and pastors view their 
expectations of the other compared to their expectations of self in the same role.
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RESEARCH FINDINGS
Chapter 4 presents the results of the survey according to statistical analyses of the 
data collected. The findings are presented in both narrative and table formats. The chapter 
begins with a description of the response rate and general demographics of those who 
chose to complete the survey. Data associated with each of the eight research questions 
are then presented.
Separate analysis of principals and teachers was not pursued due to the low 
number of principals surveyed. There is consequently no distinction made between the 
research findings for principals and teachers.
Description of the Population Surveyed
Of a total population of 143 pastors and 191 educators in the Georgia-Cumberland 
Conference, 108 pastors and 105 educators partially completed or totally completed the 
research questionnaire. This represents 75.5% of pastors and 55% of educators who were 
invited to participate. The response of 213 surveys is equivalent to 71.2% of the total 
targeted population of educators and pastors in the Georgia-Cumberland Conference. 
Table 4 provides summary statistics for age demographics included in the survey. Gender 
of pastors returning the survey was one hundred five (105) males and three females. 
Educators reported 85 females, 18 males, and 2 not reporting gender.
54
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Table 4
Demographic Characteristics o f Respondents by Age
Age
Pastors Educators
N % N %
<30 10 9.2 13 12.4
3 0 -3 9 20 18.6 20 19.0
4 0 -4 4 10 9.2 6 5.7
4 5 -4 9 13 12.0 17 16.2
5 0 -5 4 14 13.0 19 18.1
5 5 -5 9 20 18.6 15 14.3
60 -  64 13 12.0 13 12.4
65+ 8 7.4 1 0.9
Pastors and educators who returned the surveys reported various lengths of 
service. Table 5 shows that the length of service was fairly evenly distributed across the 
range of years available, with the largest grouping of pastors in the > 10-year range and 
the largest grouping of educators in the 1 to 3 years range.
Table 5
Demographic Characteristics o f Respondents by Length o f Service
Pastors Educators
Years of Service
N % N %
<1 yr. 10 9.2 0 0.0
1 - 3  yrs. 24 22.2 43 41.0
4 - 6  yrs. 22 20.4 17 16.2
7 -  9 yrs. 11 10.2 12 11.4
10+ yrs. 40 37.0 33 31.4
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The educators who completed and returned the surveys were comprised of 6.7% 
(n=7) principals, 21.9% («=23) head teachers, and 71.4% («=75) classroom teachers. 
Table 6 reports that their level of professional and academic education was high with 6 of 
the principals holding Master of Arts or Master of Science degrees and 1 with an 
Education Specialist degree. All head teachers and classroom teachers held Bachelor of 
Arts, Bachelor of Science, or Master of Arts degrees except for 2 with Associate of 
Science degrees. Pastors participating in the survey were likewise well educated. Twelve 
(12) held doctoral degrees, 76 held master’s degrees, 12 BA degrees, 2 AS degrees, and 2 
had completed secondary education only.
Table 6
Demographic Characteristics o f Respondents by Level o f Education
Level of Education
Pastors Educators
N % N %
Secondary 3 2.8 0 0.0
Associate 2 1.9 2 1.9
Bachelor 15 13.8 53 50.5
Master 21 19.4 47 44.8
Master of Divinity 55 50.9 1 0.9
EdS 0 0.0 2 1.9
Doctoral 12 11.1 0 0.0
Various age groupings are represented among the pastors and educators who 
returned the surveys. Both pastors and educators reported ages ranging relatively evenly 
across each of the age options.
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Of the 108 pastors who returned the survey, 103 reported their highest level of 
Seventh-day Adventist education at the college level, 1 reported high school, and 4 had 
never attended a Seventh-day Adventist educational institution. Ninety-two (92) 
educators reported college as the highest level of SDA education, 6 reported high school, 
3 indicated elementary school, and 5 had never attended an SDA educational institution.
Overview of Research Questions
This section is organized according to three topics. The first topic centers on 
findings regarding pastors’ role responsibilities. This topic encompasses research 
questions 1-3:
1. What is the pastor’s perception of his or her role within the school?
2. What is the educator’s perception of the pastor’s role within the school?
3. What is the discrepancy between the pastor’s views and the educator’s views? 
The second topic focuses on the educator role responsibility and includes research
questions 4 - 6 :
4. What is the educator’s perception of his or her role within the school?
5. What is the pastor’s expectation of the educator’s role within the school?
6. What is the discrepancy between the educator’s views and the pastor’s views? 
The third topic looks at role tension and how this tension affects perceived quality
of the relationship between educator and pastor. This topic centers on research questions 
7 and 8:
7. What is the degree of tension between pastors and educators?
8. How do perceptions of tension affect the relationship of pastors and educators?
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
58
Research Question #1
Research question 1 asked: What is the pastor’s perception of his or her role 
within the school? Fifty-nine survey items addressed the role responsibilities of the pastor 
in the school as perceived by pastors and educators. The rating scale for each item ranged 
from 1 (no responsibility) to 6 (high responsibility). The questions were subdivided into 
four groups of items that represent each of four leadership role dimensions—Faith 
Leader, Instructional Leader, Communicator, and Administrator. The participants were 
108 pastors and 105 educators employed by the Georgia-Cumberland Conference of 
Seventh-day Adventists.
Four Leadership Dimensions—Pastor 
by Pastor
Table 7 presents the means and standard deviations of pastors’ perception of the 
pastor’s leadership role responsibility in the school by dimension. Pastors perceive their 
role responsibility in the school to be highest in the dimension of Faith Leader {M= 4.43, 
SD = .86) and the lowest in the Instructional Leader dimension {M -  2.91, SD = 90). 
Moderate to high expectations were expressed in the dimensions of Faith Leader, 
Communicator, and Administrator.
Pastors rated 6 of the 59 survey items above 5.00 for perceived pastoral leadership 
responsibility. Two of the highest ranked items were in the dimension of Faith Leader, 
which overall registered the highest dimension score (4.43) for pastors’ level of 
responsibility as perceived by pastors. Two (2) of the survey items scored above 5.00 
related to the pastor’s role as a Communicator, and 1 to the pastor’s role as an 
Administrator.
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Table 7
Description o f  Pastors ’ Responses Regarding the Role Responsibilities o f  the Pastor by 
Dimension
Item M SD
Faith Leader 4.43 .86
Administrator 3.77 .90
Communicator 3.58 .79
Instructional Leader 2.91 .90
Note. N= 108.
There were 16 items rated lower than 3.00 by pastors regarding their perceived 
leadership responsibility. None of the 16 items rated below 3.00 were from the Faith 
Leader grouping, 4 items pertain to the Instructional Leader dimension, 6 items 
associated with the Communicator dimension, and 7 items were from the Administrator 
dimension.
Pastor by Pastor—Individual 
Faith Leader Items
Table 8 presents the means and standard deviations of pastors’ perception of the 
pastor’s leadership role responsibility on the 14 items queried in the Faith Leader 
dimension. Pastors scored their role responsibility in the school high in three (6-8) of the 
overall highest scores: providing for the baptismal preparation of the students (M = 5.44, 
SD = 1.01); promoting the Seventh-day Adventist school within the constituent church 
community (M  = 5.22, SD -  1.06); and fostering collaboration between the constituent 
church(es) and the school (M= 5.02, SD = 1.13).
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Table 8
Description of Pastors' Responses Regarding the Pastor’s Faith Leader Role
Item M SD
6. Providing for the baptismal preparation of the 
students
5.44 I.Ol
7. Fostering collaboration between the constituent 
church(es) and the school
5.22 1.06
8. Promoting the Seventh-day Adventist school within 
the constituent church community
5.02 1.13
13. Articulating the mission of the Seventh-day 
Adventist school within the local communities
4.83 1.39
1. Ensuring the Seventh-day Adventist religious 
instruction of students
4.72 1.42
10. Facilitating the moral development of children 4.70 1.29
2. Providing opportunities for the school community to 
celebrate faith
4.61 1.16
3. Fostering consistent practices of Christian service 
among the staff or the students
4.23 1.31
4. Providing for the ongoing religious education/ 
spiritual formation of the faculty and staff
4.21 1.46
14. Developing a school climate reflecting the Seventh- 
day Adventist identity
4.19 1.46
8. Promoting Christian community within the school 3.93 1.39
11. Implementing the school philosophy or mission 3.69 1.41
9. Fostering a multicultural school climate 3.60 1.66
5. Providing direct religious instruction to the students. 3^8 1.50
Note. N=\0%.
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Pastor by Pastor—Individual 
Instructional Leader Items
Table 9 presents the means and standard deviations of pastors’ perception of the
pastor’s leadership role responsibility on the seven items queried in the Instructional
Leader dimension. Scores registered by pastors regarding the role responsibility of the
pastor in the Instructional Leader dimension revealed the broadest spread of scores of
those reported by pastors for the items in the four leadership dimensions. The range
revealed a high mean score of 4.13, to a low of 1.60. Pastors perceived their
responsibility to be lower on items in the Instructional Leader dimension than in the
dimensions of Faith Leader, Communicator, or Administrator.
Table 9
Description o f Pastors’ Responses Regarding the Pastor’s Instructional Leader Role
Item M SD
16. Identifying needed change in school 4.13 1.25
17. Demonstrating a knowledge of the content of 
the religion curriculum
3.58 1.57
15. Fostering leadership among staff members 3.52 1.40
21. Evaluating the general effectiveness of the 
learning program of the school
2.91 1.47
18. Providing leadership in curriculum 
development
2.49 1.41
19. Accommodating the special learning needs of 
students
2.16 1.32
20. Supervising classroom instruction 1.60 1.12
Note. N= 108.
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None of the six high scores were registered in the dimension of the Instructional 
Leader in which pastors rated their responsibility quite low (M = 2.91, SD = .90 overall 
group score). Pastors rated their role responsibility for identifying needed change in 
school (M = 4.13, 5Z) = 1.25) high for themselves relative to the other items in this 
dimension.
Four (18, 19, 20, and 21) of the 16 scores below the midline of 3.00 on the scale 
as registered by pastors regarding the pastor’s role responsibility were related to the 
Instructional Leader dimension: evaluating the general effectiveness of the learning 
program of the school (M = 2.91, SD = 1.47); providing leadership in curriculum 
development (M = 2.49, SD = 1.41); supervising classroom instruction (M = 1.60, SD = 
1.12); accommodating the special learning needs of students (M = 2.16, SD = 1.32).
The lowest score for any item recorded by pastors regarding their leadership 
responsibility in the school was for item 20: supervising classroom instruction (M = 1.60, 
5D = 1.32).
Pastor by Pastor—Individual 
Communicator Items
Table 10 presents the means and standard deviations of pastors’ perception of the 
pastor’s leadership role responsibility on the 14 items queried in the Communicator 
dimension.
Scores registered by pastors regarding the role responsibility of the pastor in the 
Communicator dimension revealed a high of Af = 5.40, SD = 1.07 to a low of M = 2. 06, 
SD = 1.37. Pastors perceived their responsibility to be moderately low to high on items in 
the Communicator dimension.
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Table 10
Description o f Pastors ’ Responses Regarding the Pastor’s Communicator Role
Item M SD
25. Verbally supporting the school during district 
activities and events
5.40 1.07
26. Facilitating a sense of collaboration between school 
and local church
5.40 1.13
24. Speaking during Sabbath worship services about the 
school and events
4.94 1.33
22. Sharing information regarding the school with the 
constituent church
4.82 1.27
38. Speaking about the school during community 
meetings (e.g., Rotary, etc.)
4.07 1.62
30. Regularly visiting the classrooms 4.01 1.58
29. Meeting regularly with the teachers and staff 3.89 1.60
23. Facilitating communication of school information 
with the district staff
3.36 1.68
37. Providing school information to the local media 2.80 1.53
27. Providing regular written communication to the 
teachers
2.62 1.51
35. Fostering communication with the conference 
department of education
2.59 1.42
28. Providing regular written commimication to the 
school parents
2.11 1.24
34. Communicating regularly with the conference board 
of education
2.08 1.31
33. Providing school information to the conference or 
union office of education
2.06 1.37
Note. N= 108.
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Two of the highest overall scores hy pastors regarding the role responsibility of 
pastors are in the Communicator dimension: facilitating a sense of collaboration between 
school and local church {M = 5.40, SD = 1.07); and verbally supporting the school during 
district activities and events (M = 5.40, SD = 1.13).
Five (27, 28, 33, 35, and 37) of the 16 scores below the midline of 3.00 on the 
scale as registered by pastors regarding the pastor’s role responsibility were related to the 
Communicator dimension: providing school information to the conference or union office 
of education (M = 2.06, SD = 1.37); providing regular written communication to the 
teachers {M = 2.62, SD= 1.51); fostering communication with the conference department 
of education (M = 2.59, SD = 1.42); providing regular written communication to the 
school parents (M = 2.11, 5£> = 1.24); and providing school information to the local 
media (M= 2.80, SD = 1.53).
Pastor by Pastor—Individual 
Administrator Items
Table 11 presents the means and standard deviations of pastors’ perception of the 
pastor’s leadership role responsibility on the 24 items queried in the Administrator 
dimension. Scores registered by pastors regarding the role responsibility of the pastor in 
the Administrator dimension revealed a high regarding working effectively with the local 
school board (M = 5.31, SD = 1.46), to a low regarding supervising of school faculty (M 
= 2.08, SD= 1.47).
Pastors rated item 46, Working effectively with the local school board (M= 5.31, 
SD= 1.46), as the only administrator item scored above 5.00. Pastors perceived their 
responsibility to be moderately low to high on items in the Administrator dimension.
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Table 11
Description o f Pastors' Responses Regarding the Pastor’s Administrator Role
Item M SD
46. Working effectively with thelocal school board 5.31 1.46
42. Evaluating school staff 4.77 1.40
59. Approving the school budget 4.65 1.64
48. Knowing civil law and church policy as it applies 4.64 1.78
to the SDA school
40. Using group process skills effectively with school 4.56 1.54
committees
44. Providing for an orderly school environment 4.46 1.49
52. Recruiting students to increase enrollment 4.44 1.51
47. Fostering a positive relationship with the 4.38 1.28
conference office of education
54. Facilitating long-range school planning 4.30 1.48
55. Providing for school capital development programs 4.25 1.46
39. Interviewing new school personnel 4.07 1.62
41. Managing conflict effectively 4.02 1.59
43. Hiring new school personnel 3.80 1.53
51. Managing the school’s financial resources 3.75 1.69
58. Developing a school budget 3.68 1.61
57. Seeking financial resources beyond the school and 3.50 1.46
constituent churches
49. Understanding state requirements and government- 3.29 1.53
funded programs
50. Maintaining a clean and safe school facility 3.29 1.74
36. Participating on conference education committees 2.86 1.54
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Table 11— Continued.
45. Understanding SDA school governance stmctures 2.76 1.56
56. Managing school fund-raising projects 2.47 1.49
53. Collection of tuition accounts receivable 2.24 1.44
32. Management of school faculty and staff 2.17 1.45
31. Supervising school faculty 2.08 1.47
Note. N= 108.
Of the 16 item scores registered below the midline of 3.00 by pastors regarding 
the role responsibility of pastors, six (31, 32, 36, 44, 53, and 56) were in the 
Administrator dimension; participating on conference education committees (M = 2.86, 
SD = 1.54); providing for an orderly school environment (M = 2.76, SD = 1.44); 
managing school fund-raising projects (M = 2.47, SD = 1.49); collection of tuition 
accounts receivable (M = 2.24, SD = 1.44); management of school faculty and staff (M = 
2.17, SD = 1.45); and supervising school faculty (M = 2.08, SD = 1.47).
Research Question #2
Research question 2 asked: What is the Educator’s perception of the Pastor’s role 
within the school?
Fifty-nine survey questions addressed the role responsibilities of the pastor in the 
school as perceived by pastors and educators. The rating scale for each item ranged from 
1 (no responsibility) to 6 (high responsibility). The questions were subdivided into four 
groups of items that represent each of four leadership role dimensions—Faith Leader, 
Instructional Leader, Communicator, and Administrator. The participants were 108
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pastors and 105 educators employed by the Georgia-Cumberland Conference of Seventh- 
day Adventists (SDA).
Four Leadership Dimensions—Pastor 
by Educator
Table 12 presents the means and standard deviations of educators’ perception of 
the pastor’s leadership role responsibility in the school by dimension. Educators perceive 
the pastor’s role responsibility in the school to be highest in the dimension of Faith 
Leader (M = A.1\,SD = .75) and the lowest in the Instructional Leader dimension (M = 
2.87, SD = .96). Moderate to high expectations were expressed in the dimensions of Faith 
Leader, Communicator, and Administrator.
Table 12
Description o f Educators’ Responses Regarding the Role o f the Pastor by Dimension
Item M SD
Faith Leader 4.71 .75
Communicator 3.95 .79
Administrator 3.89 .78
Instructional Leader 2.87 .96
Note. 77= 105.
The responses of educators relative to the pastor’s leadership responsibilities in 
the context of the school varied widely between individual tasks and between the four 
dimensions to some extent. There were a total of 13 survey items reported by the 
educators relative to the pastor’s leadership role responsibilities that were scored 5.00 or
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above. None of the 13 included high expectations regarding the pastor as Instructional 
Leader.
Educators rated pastors’ leadership role responsibilities below 2.00 on 4 of the 59 
items. Three of the four lowest scores addressed the pastor as Administrator, one in the 
Instructional Leader dimension, and no survey items were scored below 2.00 in the pastor 
as Faith Leader or Communicator dimensions.
Pastor by Educator—Individual 
Faith Leader Items
Table 13 presents the means and standard deviations of educators’ perception of 
the pastor’s leadership role responsibility on the 14 items queried in the Faith Leader 
dimension. Scores registered by educators regarding the role responsibility of the pastor 
in the Faith Leader dimension revealed a high of M = 5.80, SD = .54 to a low of M =
3.40, SD = 1.65. Educators perceived the pastor’s responsibility to be moderate to very 
high in the Faith Leader dimension with a mean dimension score of M = 4.71, S'D = .75.
Five (6, 7, 10,12,13) of the 13 overall highest scores for the pastor’s role 
responsibility by educators pertain to the pastor as Faith Leader: providing for the 
baptismal preparation of the students (M = 5.80, SD = 0.54); promoting the Seventh-day 
Adventist school within the constituent church community (M = 5.70, SD = 0.74); 
fostering collaboration between the constituent church(es) and the school (Af = 5.55, SD 
= 0.85); articulating the mission of the Seventh-day Adventist school within the local 
communities (Af = 5.28, SD = 0.99); facilitating the moral development of children (Af = 
5.07, SD = 1.32). The Faith Leader dimension reported the highest perception by 
educators of role responsibility for pastors.
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Table 13
Description of Educators ' Responses Regarding the Faith Leader Role o f the Pastor
Item M SD
6. Providing for the baptismal preparation of the 
students
5.80 0.54
12. Promoting the Seventh-day Adventist school 
within the constituent church community
5.70 0.74
7. Fostering collaboration between the 
constituent church(es) and the school
5.55 0.85
13. Articulating the mission of the Seventh-day 
Adventist school within the local communities
5.28 0.99
10. Facilitating the moral development of children 5.07 1.32
2. Providing opportunities for the school 
community to celebrate faith
4.67 1.24
1. Ensuring the Seventh-day Adventist religious 
instruction of students
4.64 1.40
4. Providing for the ongoing religious 
education/spiritual formation of the faculty and 
staff
4.59 1.34
8. Promoting Christian community within the 
school
4.57 1.25
3. Fostering consistent practices of Christian 
service among the staff or the students
4.50 1.31
14. Developing a school climate reflecting the 
Seventh-day Adventist identity
4.14 1.39
5. Providing direct religious instruction to the 
students.
4.07 1.55
11. Implementing the school philosophy or 
mission
4.02 1.68
9. Fostering a multicultural school climate 3.40 1.65
Note. N= 105.
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The range of scores within the Faith Leader dimension revealed a high regarding 
providing for the baptismal preparation of the students (M= 5.80, SD= 0.54), to a low 
regarding fostering a multicultural school climate (M= 3.40, SD= 1.65).
Educators reported no mean scores for pastors between 2.00 and 3.00 in the Faith 
Leader dimension. Thirty-six percent of the Faith Leader items were scored above a mean 
of 5.00, 57% were scored above a mean of 4.00, and 7% or only one item was scored 
below a mean of 4.00.
Pastor by Educator—Individual 
Instructional Leader Item
Table 14 presents the means and standard deviations of educators’ perception of 
the pastor’s leadership role responsibility on the 7 items queried in the Instructional 
Leader dimension. Scores registered by pastors regarding the role responsibility of the 
pastor in the Instructional Leader dimension revealed a high of M = 4.10, SD = 1.72, to a 
low of M = 1. 52, SD = 1.01.
Three survey items reported by educators between the means of 2.00 and 3.00 
pertain to the pastor as Instructional Leader. The lowest score registered for the 
leadership role responsibility of the pastor in the context of the school was Instructional 
Leader item 20: Supervising classroom instmction. The greatest variation was within the 
Instructional Leader dimension with a high mean score (M = 4.10, SD = 1.72): 
demonstrating knowledge of the content of the religion curriculum, to a low mean score 
(M= 1.52, M = 1.01): supervising classroom instruction. None of the top 13 scores for 
pastors’ responsibility by educators pertained to the Instructional Leader dimension.
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Table 14
Description o f Educators’ Responses Regarding the Instructional Leader Role of the 
Pastor
Item M SD
17. Demonstrating a knowledge of the content of 
the religion curriculum
4.10 1.72
16. Identifying needed change in school 3.78 1.42
15. Fostering leadership among staff members 3.51 1.74
21. Evaluating the general effectiveness of the 
learning program of the school
2.69 1.47
18. Providing leadership in curriculum 
development
2.30 1.36
19. Accommodating the special learning needs of 
students
2.16 1.31
20. Supervising classroom instmction 1.52 1.01
Note. N= 105.
Educators perdeived the pastor’s responsibility to be low to moderately high in the 
Instructional Leader dimension with a mean dimension score of M= 2.87, SD = 0.96.
Pastor by Educator—Individual 
Communicator Items
Table 15 presents the means and standard deviations of educators’ perception of 
the pastor’s leadership role responsibility on the 14 items queried in the Communicator 
dimension. Scores registered by pastors regarding the role responsibility of the pastor in 
the Communicator dimension revealed a high of M = 5.73, SD = 0.68 to a low of M = 
2.12, SD = 1.15. Educators perceived the pastor’s responsibility to be moderately low to 
very high in the Communicator dimension with a mean dimension score of M = 3.95, SD 
= 0.79.
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Table 15
Description o f Educators’ Responses Regarding the Communicator Role of the Pastor
Item M SD
25. Verbally supporting the school during district 
activities and events
5.73 0.68
26. Facilitating a sense of collaboration between 
school and local church
5.62 0.80
24. Speaking during Sabbath worship services about 
the school and events
5.29 1.07
22. Sharing information regarding the school with 
the constituent church
5.17 1.31
38. Speaking about the school during community 
meetings (e.g.. Rotary, etc.)
4.71 1.54
29. Meeting regularly with the teachers and staff 4.21 1.55
30. Regularly visiting the classrooms 4.04 1.65
37. Providing school information to the local media 3.61 1.55
23. Facilitating communication of school 
information with the district staff
3.41 1.77
35. Fostering communication with the conference 
department of education
3.15 1.59
27. Providing regular written communication to the 
teachers
3.09 1.74
34. Communicating regularly with the conference 
board of education
2.62 1.58
33. Providing school information to the conference 
or union office of education
2.55 1.57
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Four (22, 24-26) of the 13 overall highest scores for the pastor’s role 
responsibility by educators pertain to the pastor as Communicator: verbally supporting 
the school during district activities and events (M = 5.73, SD = 0.68); facilitating a sense 
of collaboration between school and local church (M = 5.62, SD = 0.80); speaking during 
Sabbath worship services about the school and events (M = 5.29, SD = 1.07); sharing 
information regarding the school with the constituent church (M = 5.17, SD = 0.80). 
Three survey items reported by educators with mean scores between 2.00 and 3.00 
pertain to the pastor as Communicator.
Pastor by Educator—Individual 
Administrator Items
Table 16 presents the means and standard deviations of educators’ perception of 
the pastor’s leadership role responsibility on the 24 items queried in the Administrator 
dimension. Scores registered by pastors regarding the role responsibility of the pastor in 
the Administrator dimension revealed a high o f M = 5.77, SD = 0.59, to a low of M = 
1.85, 5D= 1.13.
Four (41,45,46,48) of the top 13 scores (> 5.00) focus on the pastor as 
Administrator: working effectively with the local school board (M = 5.77, SD = .59); 
managing conflict effectively (M = 5.43, SD = .96); knowing civil law and church policy 
as it applies to the SDA school (M = 5.24, SD = 1.19); understanding SDA school 
governance structures (M = 5.16, SD = 1.27). Four survey items reported by educators 
between 2.00 and 3.00 pertain to the pastor as Administrator and three (31, 32, and 53) of 
the four overall lowest scores addressed the pastor as Administrator: collection of tuition 
accoimts receivable (M = 1.98, SD = 1.39); management of school faculty and staff (M = 
1.89, SD = 1.13); supervising school faculty (M = 1.85,5D = 1.13).
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Table 16
Description o f Educators’ Responses Regarding the Administrator Role o f the Pastor
Item M SD
46. Working effectively with the local school board 5.77 0.59
41. Managing conflict effectively 5.43 0.96
48. Knowing civil law and church policy as it 
applies to the SDA school
5.24 1.19
45. Understanding SDA school governance 
structures
5.16 1.27
52. Recruiting students to increase enrollment 4.99 1.15
47. Fostering a positive relationship with the 
conference office of education
4.91 1.45
59. Approving the school budget 4.80 1.26
39. Interviewing new school personnel 4.78 1.38
54. Facilitating long-range school planning 4.54 1.51
40. Using group process skills effectively with 
school committees
4.42 1.47
55. Providing for school capital development 
programs
4.33 1.53
43. Hiring new school personnel 4.25 1.63
57. Seeking financial resources beyond the school 
and constituent churches
4.20 1.51
58. Developing a school budget 3.71 1.82
51. Managing the school’s financial resources 3.56 1.67
49. Understanding state requirements and 
government-funded programs
3.41 1.65
50. Maintaining a clean and safe school facility 3.40 1.74
36. Participating on conference education 
committees
2.98 1.55
42. Evaluating school staff 2.74 1.74
44. Providing for an orderly school environment 2.63 1.39
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Table 16—Continued.
56. Managing school fund-raising projects 2.33 1.56
53. Collection of tuition accounts receivable 1.98 1.39
32. Management of school faculty and staff 1.89 1.13
31. Supervising school faculty_______________________ 1.85_______________1.13
Note. N= 105.
Educators perceived the pastor’s responsibility to be low to very high in the 
Administrator dimension with a mean dimension score of M  = 3.89, SD = 0.78.
Research Question #3
Research question 3 asked: What is the discrepancy between pastors’ views and 
educators’ views?
Focus of Discrepancy in the Study
Discrepancy may be found in any of the following six views of the perception of 
pastors and educators in regard to role responsibility in the school:
1. Pastor’s perception of the pastor’s role compared with the educator’s 
perception of the pastor’s role
2. Educator’s perception of the educator’s role compared to the pastor’s 
perception of the educator’s role
3. Pastor’s perception of the pastor’s role compared with the educator’s 
perception of the educator’s role
4. Educator’s perception of the educator’s role compared to the educator’s 
perception of the pastor’s role
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5. Pastor’s perception of the educator’s role compared to the pastor’s perception 
of the pastor’s role
6 . Pastors’ perception of the educator’s role compared to the educator’s 
perception of the pastor’s role.
View 1: Pastor’s perception of the pastor’s role compared with the educator’s 
perception of the pastor’s role; and view 2 : educator’s perception of the educator’s role 
compared to the pastor’s view of the educator’s role, will serve as the discrepancy focus 
of this study of role responsibilities of pastors and educators.
These two views of discrepancy between pastor’s and educator’s role were chosen 
on the assumption that the difference in shared perception of one another’s role 
responsibility would have greater impact on the quality of relationship than any of the 
other four options.
Differences in Perception of the Pastor’s Role
The 59 questions posed to pastors responding to the survey were also posed to 
educators responding to the survey. The rating scale for each item ranged from 1 (no 
responsibility) to 6  (high responsibility). Each survey item was designed so differences 
between how pastors perceive their leadership role and how educators perceive the 
pastor’s leadership role within the school could be estimated (see Appendix A). A series 
of multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) tests were used to measure the statistical 
significance of differences between pastors’ perception of their roles and educators’ 
perception of the pastor’s role. Statistically significant MANOVA tests were followed 
with analysis of the variance using alpha level of 0.05/V, where N  is the number of 
comparisons or analysis. This Bonferroni Approach is done to control for Type I error
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inflation (Green & Salkind, 2003, p. 208). Of the 59 survey questions, 11 registered 
significant thus indicating that pastors and educators do have significant differences in 
18.6% of the perceptions regarding their leadership roles in the school on the survey 
items addressed in this study.
Pastor by Self and Educator—Four 
Leadership Dimensions
A one-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to
compare the educators’ perception of the pastor’s role and the pastors’ perception of the
pastor’s role in each of the four role dimensions (Faith Leader, Instructional Leader,
Communicator, and Administrator). Overall a statistically significant difference was
found between pastors’ view of their roles and educators’ view of the pastor’s role
(Hotelling’s Trace = .16, F4,2os = 8.14,p < .01). The multivariate 77̂ based on Hotelling’s
Trace was low, .14. Follow-up analysis of variance using 0.05/4 (approximately 0.01)
was used as the level of significance. Table 17 reports the result of this analysis.
Table 17
Analysis o f  Variance Result Comparing Responses o f  Pastors ’ Role by Self and 
Educators by Dimension
Scale
Rating by Pastors Rating by Educators
F PM SD M SD
Faith Leader 4.43 0 . 8 6 4.71 0.75 6.70 0 .0 1 0 *
Instructional Leader 2.91 0.90 2.87 0.96 0 . 1 2 0.727
Communicator 3.58 0.79 3.95 0.79 11.61 0 .0 0 1 *
Administrator 3.77 0.90 3.89 0.78 1.09 0.299
Note. N= 213; df= 1, 211 for all F tests.
* Significance was determined at/? <.013
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No significant group differences were found for the dimensions of Instructional 
Leader and Administrator. Significant differences between the two groups were found 
for Faith Leader and Communicator. Educators (M = 4.71, SD = 0.75) felt that pastors 
{M= 4.43, SD = 0.86) should have a higher level of responsibility as Faith Leaders. 
Similarly, educators {M= 3.95, SD = 0.79) felt that pastors (M= 3.58, SD = 0.79) should 
be better Communicators.
It should be noted that mean scores reported by educators on 36 of the 59 survey 
items regarding pastors’ responsibilities were higher than mean scores for the same items 
reported by pastors’ regarding their role responsibility. Educators expressed higher 
expectations for the pastor than the pastor reported for self as follows; 11 of 14 Faith 
Leader items; 2 of 7 Instructional Leader items; 10 of 14 Communicator items; and 14 of 
24 Administrator items. There is a high level of agreement overall between pastors and 
educators regarding the professional leadership role of the pastor in K-10 schools 
operated by the Georgia-Cumberland Conference of Seventh-day Adventists (SDA).
Pastor by Self and Educator—Faith Leader
A one-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to 
compare the pastor’s view of her or his roles within the school and the educator’s view of 
the pastor’s roles within the school on 14 statements relating to Faith Leadership. Results 
of this analysis are reported in Table 18. A statistically significant difference was found 
between the two groups (Hotelling’s Trace = 2.75, Fh, 19g = 3.88,/? = 0 .000). The 
multivariate based on Hotelling’s Trace was moderate, .216. As a follow-up, analysis 
of variance was conducted on each of the 14 statements (dependent variables).
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Table 18
Analysis o f Variance Result Comparing Responses by Pastors and Educators Regarding
the Faith Leader Role o f Pastors
Pastors Educators
Item M  SD M  SD F
1. Ensuring the Seventh-day Adventist 
religious instruction of students
4.72 1.42 4.64 1.40 0.14 0.711
2. Providing opportunities for the school 
community to celebrate faith
4.61 1.16 4.67 1.24 0 .1 1 0.740
3. Fostering consistent practices of
Christian service among the staff or the 
students
4.24 1.31 4.50 1.31 2.15 0.144
4. Providing for the ongoing religious 
education/ spiritual formation of the 
faculty and staff
4.21 1.46 4.59 1.34 3.96 .048
5. Providing direct religious instruction to 
the students.
3.58 1.50 4.07 1.55 5.45 0 .0 2 1
6 . Providing for the baptismal preparation 
of the students
5.44 1 .0 1 5.80 0.54 9.98 0 .0 0 2 *
7. Fostering collaboration between the 
constituent church(es) and the school
5.22 1.06 5.55 0.85 6.27 0.013
8 . Promoting Christian community within 
the school
3.93 1.39 4.57 1.25 12.44 0 .0 0 1 *
9. Fostering a multicultural school climate 3.60 1 .6 6 3.40 1.65 .75 0.386
10. Facilitating the moral development of 
children
4.70 1.29 5.07 1.32 4.12 0.044
11. Implementing the school philosophy or 
mission
3.69 1.41 4.02 1 .6 8 2.42 0 .1 2 1
12. Promoting the Seventh-day Adventist 
school within the constituent church 
community
5.02 1.13 5.70 0.74 26.76 0 .0 0 0 *
13. Articulating the mission of the Seventh- 
day Adventist school within the local 
communities
4.83 1.39 5.28 0.99 7.14 0.008
14. Developing a school climate reflecting 
the Seventh-day Adventist identity
4.18 4.12 1.46 1.39 0.06 0.810
Note. df= 1, 211 for all F  tests.
* Significance was determined dXp< .003.
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For this analysis, statistical significance is set at 0.05/14 which is approximately 
0.003. Table 18 presents the means and standard deviations by group as well as the 
analysis of variance results.
Significant differences between the two groups were found for: (a) providing for 
the baptismal preparation of the students, (2) promote Christian community within the 
school, and (c) promoting the Seventh-day Adventist school within the constituent church 
community. Educators (M= 5.80, SD = 0.54) thought that pastors should do more to 
provide baptismal preparation of the students. Educators (M= 4.57, SD  = 1.25) felt 
pastors should do more to promote Christian community within the school. Similarly 
educators (M= 5.70, SD = 0.74) felt pastors should do more to promote the Seventh-day 
Adventist school within the constituent church community.
Pastor by Self and Educator— 
Instructional Leader
A one-way multivariate analysis of variance was conducted to compare the 
pastor’s view of her/his roles within the school and the educators’ view of the pastor’s 
roles within the school on seven statements relating to Instructional Leadership. No 
statistically significant difference was found between the two groups (Hotelling’s Trace = 
0.07, F?, 205 = 2.05, p  = 0.051). The multivariate based on Hotelling’s Trace was low, 
0.065.
Pastor by Self and Educator—Communicator
A one-way multivariate analysis of variance was conducted to compare the 
pastor’s view of her/his roles within the school and the educator’s view of the pastor’s 
roles within the school on 14 statements relating to Commtmicator Leadership.
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Table 19
Analysis o f  Variance Result Comparing Responses by Pastors and Educators Regarding 
the Communicator Role o f Pastors
Pastors’ Educators’
Item M SD M SD F P
15. Sharing information regarding the 
school with the constituent church
4.82 1.27 5.17 1.31 3.87 0.051
16. Facilitating communication of school 
information with the district staff
3.36 1 .6 8 3.41 1.77 0.05 0.826
17. Speaking during Sabbath worship 
services about the school and events
4.94 1.33 5.29 1.07 4.48 0.035
18. Verbally supporting the school during 
district activities and events
5.40 1.07 5.73 0 . 6 8 7.41 0.007
19. Facilitating a sense of collaboration 
between school and local church
5.40 1.13 5.62 0.80 2.83 0.094
20. Providing regular written 
communication to the teachers
2.62 1.51 3.09 1.74 4.43 0.037
21. Providing regular written
communication to the school parents
2 .1 1 1.24 2.12 1.15 0 .0 1 0.939
22. Meeting regularly with the teachers and 
staff
3.89 1.60 4.21 1.55 2.23 0.137
23. Regularly visiting the classrooms 4.01 1.58 4.04 1.65 1.97 0.162
33. Providing school information to the 
conference or union office of educ.
2.06 1.37 2.55 1.57 5.80 0.017
34. Communicating regularly with the 
conference board of education
2.08 1.31 2.62 1.58 7.38 0.007
35. Fostering communication with the 
conference department of education
2.59 1.42 3.15 1.59 0.03 0.860
37. Providing school information to the 
local media
2.80 1.53 3.60 1.54 14.44 0 .0 0 0 *
38. Speaking about the school during
community meetings (e.g., Rotary, etc.)
4.07 1.62 4.71 1.54 8.68 0.004
Note. df= 1, 21 Ifor all F  tests.
* Significance was determined dXp< .003
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Results of the multiple analysis of variance are reported in Table 19. A 
statistically significant difference was found between the two groups (Hotelling’s Trace =
0.173, F  14,178 = 2AA,p = 0.003). The multivariate 77̂  based on Hotelling’s Trace was 
moderately low, 0.147.
As a follow-up, analysis of variance was conducted on each of the 14 statements 
(dependent variables). For this analysis, statistical significance is set at 0.05/14 which is 
approximately 0.003. Table 19 presents the means and standard deviations by group as 
well as the analysis of variance result. Significant differences between the two groups 
were found for providing school information to the local media. In each case, educators 
{M= 3.60, SD = 1.54) thought that pastors (M = 2.80, SD = 1.53) should do more to 
provide school information to the local media.
Pastor by Self and Educator—Administrator
A one-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to 
compare the pastor’s view of her/his roles within the school and the educator’s view of 
the pastor’s roles within the school on 24 statements relating to Administrator 
Leadership. A statistically significant difference was found between the two groups 
(Hotelling’s Trace = 0.513, F24, 188-4.02,/; = 0.000). The multivariate 77  ̂based on 
Hotelling’s Trace was moderate, 0.339.
As a follow-up, analysis of variance was conducted on each of the 24 statements 
(dependent variables). For this analysis, statistical significance is set at 0.05/24 which is 
approximately 0.002. Table 20 presents the means and standard deviations by group as 
well as the analysis of variance result.
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Table 20
Analysis o f  Variance Result Comparing Responses by Pastors and Educators Regarding 
the Administrator Role o f  Pastors
Item Pastors Educators
M  SD M  SD F
31. Supervising school faculty 2.08 1.47 1.85 1.13 1.63 0.203
32. Management of school faculty and staff 2.17 1.45 1.89 1.13 2.41 0 . 1 2 2
36. Participating on conference education 
committees
2 . 8 6 1.54 2.98 1.55 0.34 0.560
39. Interviewing new school personnel 4.56 1.54 4.78 1.38 1.19 0.276
40. Using group process skills effectively 
with school committees
4.02 1.59 4.42 1.47 3.48 0.064
41. Managing conflict effectively 4.77 1.40 5.43 0.96 16.19 0 .0 0 0 *
42. Evaluating school staff 3.80 1.53 2.74 1.74 2 2 . 2 2 0 .0 0 0 *
43. Hiring new school personnel 4.46 1.49 4.25 1.63 1.03 0.311
44. Providing for an orderly school 
environment
2.76 1.56 2.63 1.39 0.42 0.516
45. Understanding SDA school governance 
structures
4.77 1.46 5.16 1.27 4.37 0.038
46. Working effectively with the local school 
board
5.31 1.28 5.77 0.59 1 1 . 1 2 0 .0 0 1 *
47. Fostering a positive relationship with the 
conference office of education
4.38 1.78 4.91 1.45 5.77 0.017
48. Knowing civil law and church policy as 
it applies to the SDA school
4.64 1.53 5.23 1.19 1 0 .1 1 0 .0 0 2 *
49. Understanding state requirements and 
govemment-fimded programs
3.29 1.74 3.41 1.65 0.28 0.595
50. Maintaining a clean and safe school 
facility
3.29 1.69 3.40 1.74 0 . 2 2 0.639
51. Managing the school’s financial 
resources
3.75 1.51 3.56 1.67 0.75 0.389
52. Recruiting students to increase 
enrollment
4.44 1.44 4.99 1.15 9.48 0 .0 0 2 *
53. Collection of tuition accoimts receivable 2.24 1.48 1.98 1.39 1.73 0.190
54. Facilitating long-range school planning 4.30 1.46 4.54 1.51 1.48 0.225
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Table 20— Continued.
55. Providing for school capital development 
programs
4.25 1.49 4.33 1.53 0.14 0.706
56. Managing school fund-raising projects 2.47 1.46 2.33 1.56 0.47 0.496
57. Seeking financial resources beyond the 
school and constituent churches
3.50 1.61 4.20 1.51 10.80 0 .0 0 1 *
58. Developing a school budget 3.68 1.64 3.71 1.82 0 .0 2 0.900
59. Approving the school budget 4.65 1.40 4.80 1.26 0.73 0.394
Note. df= 1, 211 for ail F  tests.
* Significance was determined at/> < .002.
Statistically significant differences between the two groups were found for: (a) 
manage conflict effectively, (b) evaluate school staff, (c) work effectively with the local 
school board, (d) know civil law and church policy as it applies to the SDA school, (e) 
recruit students to increase enrollment, and (f) seek financial resources beyond the school 
and constituent churches. In all cases, educators thought that pastors should do more to:
(a) manage conflict effectively (M = 5.43, SD = 0.96), (b) work effectively with the local 
school board { M -  5.77, SD = 0.59), (c) know civil law and church policy as it applies to 
the SDA school {M=  5.23, SD = 1.19), (d) recruit students to increase enrollment {M -  
4.99, SD=  1.15), and (e) seek financial resources beyond the school and constituent 
churches {M= 4.20, SD -  1.51). Conversely, educators felt pastors should be less 
involved in evaluating school staff (M = 2.74, SD = 1.74).
Research Question #4
Research question 4 asked: What is the educator’s perception of his or her role 
within the school?
Fifty-nine survey questions addressed the role responsibilities of the educator in 
the school as perceived by pastors and educators. The rating scale for each item ranged
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from 1 (no responsibility) to 6  (high responsibility). The questions were subdivided into 
four groups of items that represent each of four leadership role dimensions—Faith 
Leader, Instructional Leader, Communicator, and Administrator. The participants were 
108 pastors and 105 educators employed by the Georgia-Cumberland Conference of 
Seventh-day Adventists.
Four Leadership Dimensions—Educator 
by Educators
Table 21 presents the means and standard deviations of educators’ perception of 
the educator’s leadership role responsibility in the school by dimension. Educators 
perceive their role responsibility in the school to be highest in the dimension of 
Instructional Leader (M = 5.72, SD = 0.45) and the lowest in the Communicator 
dimension (M= 5.28, SD = 0.61). High to very high expectations were expressed in the 
dimensions of Faith Leader, Communicator, and Administrator.
Table 21
Description o f  Educators ’ Responses Regarding the Role o f  the Educator by Dimension
Item M SD
Instructional Leader 5.72 .45
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Educators who completed the survey generally rated their leadership role 
responsibility level high or very high for most o f the leadership tasks.
Educators’ mean response fell below a rating of 5.00 on the following 9 of the 59 
items (15%): (a) facilitating communication of school information with the district staff 
(4.95), (b) fostering collaboration between the constituent church and the school (4.95), 
(c) providing for school capital development programs (4.70), (d) managing school fund­
raising projects (4.66), (e) providing regular written communication to the teachers 
(4.55), (f) seeking financial resources beyond the school and constituent churches (4.48), 
(g) speaking about the school during community meetings (e.g.. Rotary, etc.) (4.13), (f) 
providing for the baptismal preparation of the students (4.01), and (g) collection of tuition 
accounts receivable (3.70).
One of these items has to do with the educator as the Faith Leader responsible for 
religious programming within the school. Three of the items center on the Communicator 
role within the school. Four items, including the lowest rated expectation dealing with 
collection of tuition accounts receivable (3.70), focus on the educator as Administrator. 
None of the items rated below 5.00 focuses on the educator as Instructional Leader.
The five highest mean scores reported by the educator concerning his/her 
leadership responsibilities were: (a) providing for an orderly school environment (5.94),
(b) working effectively with the local school board (5.92), (c) implementing the school 
philosophy or mission (5.87), (d) demonstrating a knowledge of the content of the 
religion curriculum (5.87), and (e) providing regular written communication to the school 
parents (5.86). One item dealt with the educator as Faith Leader, one as Instructional 
Leader, one as Communicator, and two as Administrator.




Table 22 presents the means and standard deviations of educators’ perception of
their leadership role responsibility on the 14 items queried in the Faith Leader dimension.
Scores registered by educators regarding the role responsibility o f the pastor in the Faith
Leader dimension revealed a high of M = 5.87, SD = 0.36, to a low o f M =  4.01, SD =
1.40.
Table 22
Description o f  Educators ’ Responses Regarding the Faith Leader Role o f  the Educator
Item M SD
1 1 . Implementing the school philosophy or mission 5.87 .36
5. Providing direct religious instruction to the 
students.
5.82 .55
1 0 . Facilitating the moral development of children 5.76 .51
14. Developing a school climate reflecting the Seventh- 
day Adventist identity
5.74 .71
1 . Ensuring the Seventh-day Adventist religious 
instruction of students
5.72 .60
8 . Promoting Christian community within the school 5.66 .70
2 . Providing opportunities for the school community 
to celebrate faith
5.44 .78
9. Fostering a multicultural school climate 5.42 .96
3. Fostering consistent practices of Christian service 
among the staff or the students
5.41 .93
1 2 . Promoting the Seventh-day Adventist school within 
the constituent church community
532 1.03
13. Articulating the mission of the Seventh-day 
Adventist school within the local communities
5.16 1 .1 1
4. Providing for the ongoing religious education/ 
spiritual formation of the faculty and staff
5.00 1.26
7. Fostering collaboration between the constituent 
church(es) and the school
4.95 1.34
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All but 2 of the 14 Faith Leader items were rated above 5.00 by educators 
indicating their perception of responsibility. The 2 ranked below 5.00 related to fostering 
collaboration between the constituent church(es) and the school and providing for the 
baptismal preparation of the students.
Educators perceived their responsibility to be moderately high to very high in the 
Faith Leader dimension with a mean dimension score of M -  5.38, SD = 0.48.
Educator by Educators—Individual 
Instructional Leader Items
Table 23 presents the means and standard deviations of educators’ perception of 
their leadership role responsibility on the seven items queried in the Instructional Leader 
dimension. Scores registered by educators regarding their role responsibility in the 
Instructional Leader dimension revealed a high of M = 5.87, SD = 0.41, to a low of M =  
5.43, S£> = 0.94.
The Instructional Leader dimension was perceived as the highest priority 
dimension of responsibility for educators. All scores except for one. Fostering leadership 
among staff members (M= 5.43, SD = 0.94), were above 5.50. The ranking of the seven 
items appeared to reveal a lessening of a sense of role responsibility as the item focused 
away from the classroom. This seems to support the expression of educators that direct 
classroom instruction responsibilities rest at the heart of their focus of responsibility.
Educators perceived their responsibility to be very high in the Instructional 
Leader dimension with a mean dimension score of M = 5.72, SD = 0.45. As such, the 
Instructional Leader dimension ranks above perceived responsibility for each of the other 
three leadership dimensions as reported by educators.
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Table 23
Description o f Educators ’ Responses Regarding the Instructional Leader Role o f the
Educator
Item M SD
17. Demonstrating a knowledge of the content of the 
religion curriculum
5.87 .41
2 0 . Supervising classroom instruction 5.84 .73
2 1 . Evaluating the general effectiveness of the learning 
program of the school
5.84 .54
19. Accommodating the special learning needs of 
students
5.75 .65
16. Identifying needed change in school 5.68 .70
18. Providing leadership in curriculum development 5.63 .73
15. Fostering leadership among staff members 5.43 .94
Note. N= 105.
Educator by Educators—Individual 
Communicator Items
Table 24 presents the means and standard deviations of educators’ perception of 
their leadership role responsibility on the 14 items queried in the Communicator 
dimension. Though educators scored themselves high in all areas of role responsibility in 
the school, the Communicator dimension received the lowest ranking of the four areas of 
responsibility.
Communicator role items most closely associated with the school classroom 
ranked highest in this dimension, conference related items followed, then local church, 
and finally community communication items. As might be expected, the standard 
deviation generally increased as the item mean score decreased.
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Table 24
Description o f  Educators ’ Responses Regarding the Communicator Role o f the Educator
Item M SD
28. Providing regular written communication to the school 
parents
5.86 .59
25. Verbally supporting the school during district activities 
and events
5.80 .63
35. Fostering communication with the conference 
department of education
5.65 .74
33. Providing school information to the conference or union 
office of educ.
5.62 .99
29. Meeting regularly with the teachers and staff 5.60 .89
30. Regularly visiting the classrooms 5.52 1.19
34. Communicating regularly with the conference board of 
education
5.45 1.08
26. Facilitating a sense of collaboration between school and 
local church
529 1.17
2 2 . Sharing information regarding the school with the 
constituent church
5.23 1.29
37. Providing school information to the local media 5.11 1.28
24. Speaking during Sabbath worship services about the 
school and events
5.02 1 .2 2
23. Facilitating communication of school information with 
the district staff
4.96 1.32
27. Providing regular written communication to the teachers 4.61 1.71
38. Speaking about the school during community meetings 
(e.g.. Rotary, etc.)
4.17 1 .8 8
Note. N= 105.
Educator by Educators—Individual 
Administrator Items
Table 25 presents the means and standard deviations of educators’ perception of
their role responsibility on the 24 items queried in the Administrator dimension. Scores
registered by educators regarding their role responsibility in the Administrator dimension
revealed a high of M =  5.94, SD = 0.33, to a low o f M -  3.77, SD = 2.16.
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Table 25
Description o f  Educators ’ Responses Regarding the Administrator Role o f  the Educator
Item M SD
44. Providing for an orderly school environment 5.94 0^3
46. Working effectively with the local school board 5.92 0.30
50. Maintaining a clean and safe school facility 5.84 0.50
45. Understanding SDA school governance structures 5.81 0.64
47. Fostering a positive relationship with the conference 
office of education
5.81 0.50
48. Knowing civil law and church policy as it applies to 
the SDA school
5.76 0.56
41. Managing conflict effectively 5.72 0.70
54. Facilitating long-range school planning 5.64 0.73
39. Interviewing new school personnel 5.59 0.99
52. Recruiting students to increase enrollment 5.58 0.83
51. Managing the school’s financial resources 5.47 1 .0 1
49. Understanding state requirements and government- 
funded programs
5.46 1.09
43. Hiring new school personnel 5.44 1.06
42. Evaluating school staff 5.35 1.28
40. Using group process skills effectively with school 
committees
5 j2 0.98
32. Management of school faculty and staff 5.30 1.37
31. Supervising school faculty 5.27 1.43
36. Participating on conference education committees 5.17 1.13
58. Developing a school budget 5.05 1.44
59. Approving the school budget 5.01 1.34
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Table 25—Continued.
55. Providing for school capital development programs 4.71 1.51
56. Managing school fund-raising projects 4.67 1.61
57. Seeking financial resources beyond the school and 4.50 1.65
constituent churches
53. Collection of tuition accounts receivable 3.77 2.16
Note. N= 105.
Educators perceived their responsibility to be moderate to very high in the 
Administrator dimension with a mean dimension score of M =  5.34, SD = 0.56.
Twenty of the Administrator dimension items ranked by educators regarding their 
role responsibility were scored above 5.00 with 2 registering means above 5.90: 
providing for an orderly school environment (M -  5.94, SD^ 0.33); and working 
effectively with the local school board (M= 5.92, SD ^  0.30).
Four Administrator items were scored below 5.00: providing for school capital 
development programs (M - 4.71, SD^ 1.51); managing school fund-raising projects {M= 
4.67, SD= 1.61); seeking financial resources beyond the school and constituent churches 
(M= 4.50, SD= 1.65); and collection of tuition accounts receivable (M= 3.77, SD = 2.16) 
which received the lowest score of all 59 survey items. The overall management of 
school finances seems to share a common low expectation for the educator.
Research Question #5
Research question 5 asked: What is the pastor’s expectation of educator’s role 
within the school?
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Fifty-nine survey questions addressed the role responsibilities of the pastor in the 
school as perceived by pastors and educators. The rating scale for each item ranged from 
1 (no responsibility) to 6  (high responsibility). The questions were subdivided into four 
groups of items that represent each of four leadership role dimensions—Faith Leader, 
Instructional Leader, Communicator, and Administrator. The participants were 108 
pastors and 105 educators employed by the Georgia-Cumberland Conference of Seventh- 
day Adventists.
Four Leadership Dimensions—Educator 
by Pastors
Table 26 presents the means and standard deviations of pastors’ perception of the 
educator’s leadership role responsibility in the school by dimension. Pastors perceive the 
educator’s role responsibility in the school to be highest in the dimension of Instructional 
Leader (M=  5.62, SD = 0.73) and the lowest in the Faith Leader dimension {M= 5.29,
SD = 0.73). High expectations were expressed in the dimensions of Faith Leader, 
Instructional Leader, Communicator, and Administrator.
Table 26
Description o f Pastors ’ Responses Regarding the Role o f  the Educator by Dimension
Item M SD
Instructional Leader 5.62 0.73
Administrator 5.46 0.74
Communicator 5.45 0.71
Faith Leader 5.29 0.73
Note. N= 108.
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Responses from pastors generally rated the educators’ responsibility on the 59 
points surveyed high or very high with few exceptions. The mean score of their response 
reflected only six scores lower than 5.00: (a) speaking about the school during 
community meetings (e.g., Rotary, etc.) (4.96), (b) speaking during Sabbath worship 
services about the school and events (4.90), (c) providing for school capital development 
programs (4.89), (d) seeking financial resources beyond the school and constituent 
churches (4.79), (e) collection of tuition accounts receivable (4.67), and (f) providing for 
the baptismal preparation of the students (4.03).
Pastors agree with educators in rating baptismal preparation in the Faith Leader 
dimension lower than other responsibilities of the educator as Faith Leader. Two 
Communicator items related to “speaking” responsibilities were rated below 5.00. Three 
in the educator as Administrator dimension were rated below 5.00. Each of the three 
items in this last section was also rated below 5.00 by educators.
The five highest mean scores registered by pastors regarding educators’ 
responsibilities were: (a) supervising classroom instruction (5.81), (b) communicating 
regularly with the conference board of education (5.80), (c) providing regular written 
communication to the school parents (5.76), (d) providing for an orderly school 
environment (5.74), and (e) understanding SDA school governance structures (5.73).
The highest rating centers on the educator’s Instructional Leader role related to 
classroom supervision. Two emphasized the educators’ role as Communicator and two 
focused on the Administrator roles of governance and a well-ordered environment. None 
of the pastors’ highest ratings addressed the educator as Faith Leader. The Faith Leader 
dimension was ranked lowest for educators by pastors.




Table 27 presents the means and standard deviations of pastors’ perception of the
educator’s leadership role responsibility on the 14 items queried in the Faith Leader
dimension.
Table 27
Description o f Pastors ’ Responses Regarding the Faith Leader Role o f  the Educator
Item M SD
5. Providing direct religious instruction to the 
students
5.68 .84
1 1 . Implementing the school philosophy or mission 5.63 .83
1 0 . Facilitating the moral development of children 5.55 .85
1 . Ensuring the Seventh-day Adventist religious 
instruction of students
5.53 .96
14. Developing a school climate reflecting the 
Seventh-day Adventist identity
5.52 1 .0 1
3. Fostering consistent practices of Christian service 
among the staff or the students
5.42 .81
8 . Promoting Christian community within the school 5.42 .94
1 2 . Promoting the Seventh-day Adventist school 
within the constituent church community
5.31 1.04
13. Articulating the mission of the Seventh-day 
Adventist school within the local communities
5.30 1 .1 2
2 . Providing opportunities for the school community 
to celebrate faith
5.23 1.15
9. Fostering a multicultural school climate 5.20 1 .2 1
7. Fostering collaboration between the constituent 
church(es) and the school
5.13 1.09
4. Providing for the ongoing religious education/ 
spiritual formation of the faculty and staff
5.10 1.14
6 . Providing for the baptismal preparation of the 
students
4.03 1.57
Note. N -  108.
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Scores registered by pastors regarding the role responsibility of the educator in the 
Faith Leader dimension revealed a high in providing direct religious instruction to 
students {M=  5.68, SD = 0.84) to a low regarding baptism preparation for students {M = 
4.03, SD = 1.57). Pastors perceived the educator’s responsibility to be moderate to very 
high in the Faith Leader dimension with a mean dimension score of M = 5.29, SD = 0.7.
Pastors scored the Faith Leader dimension lowest for educator responsibility of 
the four leadership dimensions. Even so, the scores were all above 5.00 except for the 
baptism preparation duty {M= 4.03, SD = 1.57) which was also scored last in the Faith 
Leader dimension by educators for themselves.
Educator by Pastors— Individual 
Instructional Leader Items
Table 28 presents the means and standard deviations of pastor’s perception of the 
educator’s leadership role responsibility on the 7 items queried in the Instructional Leader 
dimension. Scores registered by pastors regarding the role responsibility of the educator 
in the Instructional Leader dimension revealed a high of A/= 5.81, SD = 0.71, to a low of 
M = 5.51,579= 1.08.
Pastors perceived the educator’s responsibility to be moderate to very high in the 
Instructional Leader dimension with a mean dimension score of M =  5.62, SD = 0.73. 
Pastors agree with educators in ranking the educator’s role responsibility highest in the 
dimension of Instructional Leader. All items were scored above 5.00 on the scale.
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Table 28
Description o f Pastors ’ Responses Regarding the Instructional Leader Role o f the
Educator
Item M SD
2 0 . Supervising classroom instruction 5.81 .71
17. Demonstrating a knowledge of the content of the 
religion curriculum
5.69 .84
2 1 . Evaluating the general effectiveness of the 
learning program of the school
5.68 .8 8
18. Providing leadership in curriculum development 5.59 .87
15. Fostering leadership among staff members 5.58 . 8 6
16. Identifying needed change in school 5.51 .89
19. Accommodating the special learning needs of 
students
5.51 1.08
Note. N -  108.
Educator by Pastors—Individual 
Communicator Items
Table 29 presents the means and standard deviations of pastors’ perception of the
educator’s leadership role responsibility on the 14 items queried in the Conununicator
dimension. Scores registered by pastors regarding the role responsibility of the educator
in the Communicator dimension revealed a high of M =  5.80, SD = 0.77, to a low of M -
4.90, SD = 1.26. Pastors scored all items in the Communicator dimension above 5.00
except speaking during Sabbath worship services about the school and events (M= 4.95,
SD = 1.36) and speaking about the school during community meetings (e.g.. Rotary, etc.)
(M= 4.90, a )  =1.26).
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Table 29
Description o f Pastors ’ Responses Regarding the Communicator Role o f the Educator
Item M SD
34. Communicating regularly with the conference 
board of education
5.80 .77
28. Providing regular written communication to the 
school parents
5.76 .78
33. Providing school information to the conference or 
union office of education
5.75 .75
30. Regularly visiting the classrooms 5.71 .77
29. Meeting regularly with the teachers and staff 5.68 . 8 6
35. Fostering communication with the conference 
department of education
5.67 .85
25. Verbally supporting the school during district 
activities and events
5.56 1 .0 1
37. Providing school information to the local media 5.39 1.16
2 2 . Sharing information regarding the school with the 
constituent church
5.36 1.05
23. Facilitating communication of school information 
with the district staff
5.32 1.16
27. Providing regular written communication to the 
teachers
5.30 1.29
26. Facilitating a sense of collaboration between 
school and local church
5.22 1 .1 2
38. Speaking about the school during community 
meetings (e.g., Rotary, etc.)
4.95 1.36
24. Speaking during Sabbath worship services about 
the school and events
4.90 1.26
Note. N= 108.
Pastors perceived the educator’s responsibility to be moderate to very high in the 
Communicator dimension with a mean dimension score of M =  5.45, SD = 0.71.




Table 30 presents the means and standard deviations of pastors’ perception of the 
educator’s leadership role responsibility on the 24 items queried in the Administrator 
dimension. Scores registered by pastors regarding the role responsibility of the educator 
in the Administrator dimension revealed a high of M =  5.74, SD  = 0.88, to a low of M = 
4.65, SD = 1.78.
Pastors agreed with educators in prioritizing the role of the educator in “providing 
for an orderly school environment” (M= 5.74, SD= 0.88). Additionally they ranked 
“understanding SDA school governance structures” {M- 5.73, SD= 0.77) and “knowing 
civil law and church policy as it applies to the SDA school” (M= 5.73, 5D=0.77) as 
related items of high priority.
The five lowest scores in this dimension involved financial responsibilities related 
to school administration: managing school fimd-raising projects (M= 5.00, SD= 1.42); 
providing for school capital development programs (M= 4.89, SD= 1.40); seeking 
financial resources beyond the school and constituent churches (M= 4.79, SD=̂  1.47); and 
collection of tuition accounts receivable (M= 4.65, SD= 1.78). The following section 
reveals that educators also perceive low responsibility for themselves in the finance- 
related items.
Pastors perceived the educator’s responsibility to be moderate to very high in the 
Administrator dimension with a mean dimension score of A /= 5.46, SD = 0.74. As such, 
the Administrator dimension ranked second after Instructional Leader as the leadership 
area perceived by pastors to be most important to the work of the educator.
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Table 30
Description o f Pastors ' Responses Regarding the Administrator Role o f  the Educator
Item M SD
44. Providing for an orderly school environment 5.74 0 . 8 8
45. Understanding SDA school governance structures 5.73 0.77
48. Knowing civil law and church policy as it applies 
to the SDA school
5.73 0.77
32. Management of school faculty and staff 5.72 0 . 8 6
46. Working effectively with the local school board 5.72 0.78
35. Fostering a positive relationship with the 
conference office of education
5.71 0.83
31. Supervising school faculty 5.69 0 . 8 8
39. Interviewing new school personnel 5.68 0.84
49. Understanding state requirements and 
government-funded programs
5.66 0.82
43. Hiring new school personnel 5.62 0.96
50. Maintaining a clean and safe school facility 5.62 1.03
42. Evaluating school staff 5.61 0.84
52. Recruiting students to increase enrollment 5.59 0.96
51. Managing the school’s financial resources 5.58 0.97
41. Managing conflict effectively 5.50 0.89
54. Facilitating long-range school planning 5.48 0.98
58. Developing a school budget 5.42 1.09
40. Using group process skills effectively with school 
committees
5.37 0.92
36. Participating on conference education committees 5.32 1.19
59. Approving the school budget 5.19 1 .2 2
56. Managing school fund-raising projects 5.00 1.42
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Table 30— Continued.
55. Providing for school capital development 4.89 1.40
programs
57. Seeking financial resources beyond the school and 4.79 1.47
constituent churches
53. Collection of tuition accounts receivable______________4.65______________ 1.78
Note. N= 108.
Research Question #6
Research question 6  asked: What is the discrepancy between the educator’s views 
and the pastor’s views?
The 59 questions posed to educators responding to the survey were also posed to 
pastors. The rating scale for each item ranged from 1 (no responsibility) to 6  (extremely 
high responsibility). Each survey item was designed so differences between how 
educators perceive their leadership role and how educators perceive the pastor’s 
leadership role within the school could be estimated (see Appendix A). A series of one­
way multivariate analysis of variance (MANO’VA) tests were conducted to measure the 
statistical significance of differences between educators’ perception of their roles and 
pastors’ perception of the educator’s roles. MANOVA tests reporting statistical 
significance were followed with analysis of the variance using alpha level of 0.05/#, 
where N  is the number of comparisons or analysis. This Bonferroni Approach is done to 
control for Type I error inflation (Green & Salkind, 2003, p. 208).
Only the Communicator dimension reported significant difference as a group and, 
of the 59 individual survey items, 3 registered significant, thus indicating that pastors and 
educators have some different perceptions regarding the educator’s leadership role in the
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school on 5% of the survey items addressed in this study. Significant differences were 
recorded for the following items;
1. Faith Leader (none)
2. Instructional Leader (none)
a. Communicator: Speaking about the school during community meetings (e.g., 
Rotary, etc.)
3. Administrator
a. Managing conflict effectively
b. Collection of tuition accounts receivable.
Pastors reported higher expectations for educators than did educators for 
themselves in 26 of the 59 (44.1%) items measuring perceived expectation of the 
leadership role o f the educator.
Four Leadership Dimensious—Educator 
by Educators and Pastors
A one-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to
compare the educators’ perception of the educator’s role and the pastors’ perception of
the educator’s role in eaeh of the four role dimensions (Faith Leader, Instruetional
Leader, Communicator, and Administrator).
Overall, a statistically significant difference was found between educators’ view
of their roles and the pastors’ view of the educator’s role (Hotelling’s Trace = .085, F4,208
= 4.44,/p = .002). The multivariate based on Hotelling’s Trace was low, .079.
Follow-up analysis of variance using 0.05/4 (approximately 0.01) was used as the
level of signifieance reported no statistically significant difference between educators’
and pastors’ scores. Table 31 reports the result of this analysis.
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Table 31
Analysis o f  Variance Result Comparing Responses o f  Educators ’ Role by Self and 
Pastors by Dimension
Scale Rating by Pastors Rating by Educator
M SD M SD F P
Faith Leader 5.28 0.73 5.38 0.49 1.12 0.29
Instructional Leader 5.62 0.73 5.72 0.47 1.25 0.26
Communicator 5.47 0.71 5.31 0.61 2.94 0.09
Administrator 5.46 0.74 5.34 0.61 1.79 0.18
Note. N= 213; df= 1, 21 Ifor all F  tests 
* Significance was determined at/? < .013.
Educator by Self and Pastors—Individual 
Faith Leader Items
A one-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to 
compare the educator’s view of her/his roles within the school and the pastor’s view of 
the educator’s roles within the school on 14 statements relating to Faith Leadership.
No statistically significant difference was found between the two groups 
(Hotelling’s Trace = 0.105, Fn, i98 = 1.48,/? = 0.120). The multivariate based on 
Hotelling’s Trace was moderately low, 0.10.
Educator by Self and Pastors—Instructional 
Leader
A one-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to 
compare the educator’s view of her/his roles within the school and the pastor’s view of 
the educator’s roles within the school on 7 statements relating to Instructional
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Leadership. Statistically significant difference was found between the two groups 
(Hotelling’s Trace = 0.098, F?, 205 ~ 2.88,/? = 0.007). The multivariate based on 
Hotelling’s Trace was low, .0809.
Table 32
Analysis o f  Variance Result Comparing Pastors ’ and Educators ’ Responses Regarding 
the Instructional Leader Role o f the Educator
Pastors Educators
Item M SD M SD F P
15. Fostering leadership among staff members
5.58 0.86 5.43 0.94 1.55 0.21
16. Identifying needed change in school 5.51 0.89 5.68 0.70 2.47 0.12
17. Demonstrating a knowledge of the content 
of the religion curriculum 5.69 0.84 5.87 0.41 4.23 0.04
18. Providing leadership in curriculum 
development 5.59 0.88 5.63 0.73 0.17 1.56
19. Accommodating the special learning 
needs of students 5.51 1.08 5.75 0.65 3.87 2.47
20. Supervising classroom instruction 5.81 0.71 5.84 0.73 0.10 4.23
21. Evaluating the general effectiveness of the 
learning program of the school 5.68 0.88 5.84 0.54 2.52 0.17
Note. df= 1, 21 Ifor all F  tests.
* significance is assumed dXp < .007.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
105
As a follow-up, analysis of variance was conducted on each of the 7 statements 
(dependent variables). For this analysis statistical significance is set at 0.05/7 which is 
approximately 0.007. Table 32 presents the means and standard deviations by group as 
well as the analysis of variance results. Statistically significant differences between items 
in the two groups were not found.
Educator by Self and Pastors—Individual 
Communicator Items
A one-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to 
compare the educator’s view of her or his roles within the school and the pastor’s view of 
the educator’s roles within the school on 14 statements relating to Communicator 
Leadership. Significant differences were registered on the dependent measures, 
(Hotelling’s Trace = 0.24, Fh, 19g = 3.40,/> = 0.000). The multivariate based on 
Hotelling’s Trace was moderately low, 0.194.
As a follow-up, analysis of variance was conducted on each of the 14 statements 
(dependent variables). For this analysis, statistical significance is set at 0.05/14 which is 
approximately 0.003. Table 33 presents the means and standard deviations by group as 
well as the analysis of variance results.
Significant differences between the two groups were found for providing regular 
written communication to the teachers and speaking about the school during community 
meetings (e.g.. Rotary, etc.). In both cases, pastors (M = 5.30, SD = 1.29) thought that 
educators should do more to provide regular written communication to the teachers. In 
addition pastors (M= 4.95, SD = 1.36) thought that educators needed to engage more 
vigorously in speaking about the school during community meetings (e.g.. Rotary, etc.).
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Table 33
Analysis o f Variance Result Comparing Pastors ' and Educators ’ Responses Regarding
the Communicator Role o f the Educator
Item Pastors Educators
M SD M SD F P
2 2 . Sharing information regarding the 
school with the constituent church
5.36 1.05 5.23 1.29 0.65 0.420
23. Facilitating communication of school 
information with the district staff
5.32 1.16 4.96 1.32 4.55 0.030
24. Speaking during Sabbath worship 
services about the school and events
4.90 1.26 5.02 1 . 2 2 0.50 0.480
25. Verbally supporting the school during 
district activities and events
5.56 1 .0 1 5.80 0.63 4.38 0.040
26. Facilitating a sense of collaboration 
between school and local church
5.22 1 . 1 1 5.29 1.17 0.18 0.670
27. Providing regular written 
communication to the teachers
5.30 1.29 4.61 1.71 11.13 0 .0 0 1 *
28. Providing regular written 
communication to the school parents
5.76 0.78 5.86 0.59 1.23 0.270
29. Meeting regularly with the teachers 
and staff
5.68 0 . 8 6 5.60 0.89 0.44 0.510
30. Regularly visiting the classrooms 5.71 0.76 5.52 1.17 1.97 0.160
33. Providing school information to the 
conference or union office of 
education
5.75 0.75 5.62 0.99 1.18 0.280
34. Communicating regularly with the 
conference board of education
5.80 0.77 5.45 1.08 7.27 0.008
35. Fostering communication with the 
conference department of education
5.67 0.85 5.65 0.74 0.03 0.860
37. Providing school information to the 
local media
5.39 1.16 5.11 1.28 2.79 0 . 1 0 0
38. Speaking about the school during 
community meetings (e.g., Rotary, 
etc.)
4.95 1.36 4.17 1 . 8 8 1 2 . 2 2 0 .0 0 1 *
Note. d f  = 1, 21 Ifor all F  tests.
* significance is assumed at/? < 0.003.
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The statistically significant difference between the expectations of pastors and 
educators regarding the role of the educator in the Communicator dimension {p= 0.000) is 
greater than that in either the Faith Leader dimension (no statistically significant 
difference at the < 0.05 level), the Instructional Leader dimension {p= 0.007), or the 
Administrator dimension {p= 0.006). Statistically significant difference in the individual 
Communicator task items was limited.
Individual Administrator Items -  Educator 
by Pastor
A one-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to 
compare the educator’s view of her/his roles within the school and the pastor’s view of 
the educator’s roles within the school on 24 statements relating to Administrator 
Leadership. Significant differences were registered on the dependent measures, 
(Hotelling’s Trace = 0.252, F24, i8s = 1.97,j9 = 0.006). The multivariate 7/̂  based on 
Hotelling’s Trace was moderate, 0.201.
As a follow-up, analysis of variance was conducted on each of the 24 statements 
(dependent variables). For this analysis statistical significance is set at 0.05/24 which is 
approximately 0.002. Table 34 presents the means and standard deviations by group as 
well as the analysis of variance results.
Differences between the two groups were found for collection of tuition accounts 
receivable. Pastors {M= 4.65, SD = 1.78) thought that educators (M= 3.77, SD = 2.16) 
should do more to collect student tuition accotmts receivable.
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Table 34
Analysis o f  Variance Result Comparing Pastors ’ and Educators ’ Responses Regarding
the Administrator Role o f the Educator
Pastors Educators
M SD M SD F P
31. Supervising school faculty 5.69 0 . 8 8 5.27 1.43 6.46 0 . 0 1 2
32. Management of school faculty and staff 5.72 0 . 8 6 5.30 1.37 7.20 0.008
36. Participating on conference education 5.32 1.19 5.17 1.13 0.81 0.368
committees
39. Interviewing new school personnel 5.68 0.83 5.59 0.99 0.58 0.448
40. Using group process skills effectively 5.37 0.92 5.32 0.98 0 . 1 1 0.742
with school committees
41. Managing conflict effectively 5.50 0.89 5.72 0.69 4.10 0.044
42. Evaluating school staff 5.61 0.84 5.35 1.28 2.98 0.086
43. Hiring new school personnel 5.62 0.96 5.44 1.06 1.70 0.194
44. Providing for an orderly school 5.74 0 . 8 8 5.94 0.33 4.79 0.030
environment
45. Understanding SDA school governance 5.73 0.77 5.81 0.64 0.65 0.421
structures
46. Working effectively with the local school 5.72 0.78 5.92 0.30 5.98 0.015
board
47. Fostering a positive relationship with the 5.71 0.83 5.81 0.50 1.16 0.282
conference office of education
48. Knowing civil law and church policy as 5.73 0.77 5.76 0.56 0.13 0.723
it applies to the SDA school
49. Understanding state requirements and 5.66 0.82 5.46 1.09 2.28 0.133
government-funded programs
50. Maintaining a clean and safe school 5.62 1.03 5.84 0.50 3.72 0.055
facility
51. Managing the school’s financial 5.58 0.97 5.47 1 .0 1 0 . 6 6 0.418
resources
52. Recruiting students to increase 5.59 0.96 5.58 0.83 0 . 0 2 0.899
enrollment
53. Collection of tuition accounts receivable 4.65 1.78 3.77 2.16 10.58 0 .0 0 1 *
54. Facilitating long-range school planning 5.48 0.98 5.64 0.73 1.67 0.198
55. Providing for school capital development 4.89 1.40 4.71 1.51 0.78 0.378
programs
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Table 34— Continued.
56. Managing school fund-raising projects 5.00 1.42 4.67 1.61 2.56 0.111
57. Seeking financial resources beyond the 4.79 1.47 4.50 1.65 1.87 0.173
school and constituent churches
58. Developing a school budget 5.42 1.09 5.05 1.44 4.35 0.038
59. Approving the school budget____________5.19 1.22 5.01 1.34 1.15 0.284
Note. dj= 1, 21 Ifor all F  tests.
*significance is assumed a t/? < .0 0 2 .
Research Question #7
Research question 7 asked; What is the degree of tension between pastors and 
educators?
Research question 7 relates to the 59 survey items regarding the level of tension 
arising between the educator and the pastor relative to their leadership roles within the 
context of the school. This set of questions seeks to measure the perception of tension 
arising from role conflict. These 59 questions rated the perceived tension on a scale of 1 
(a low degree of tension) to 6  (a high degree of tension).
Role Tension for Pastors and 
Educators by Dimension
Table 35 presents the means and standard deviations of pastors and educators for 
each of the 4 leadership role dimensions—Faith Leader, Instructional Leader, 
Communicator, and Administrator. Mean scores reflecting the perception of tension on 
the relationships of both pastors and educators were below the 3.00 level. For pastors, 
40.7% reported tensions affecting their relationship with educators below the 2.00 level 
compared with 74.6% of educators at that same level and below. Both pastors (M= 2.36, 
SD = 1.04) and educators (M = 2.01, SD = 1.18) reported the highest level of tension in
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the Faith Leader dimension. The lowest tension perceived by educators (M = 1.75, SD = 
0.93) was in the Instructional Leader dimension. The lowest perceived tension for pastors 
(M= 1.90, SD -  0.88) was reported in the Communicator dimension.
The commonality indicating the highest perceived tension between the responses 
of pastors and educators is found in the following: (a) collaboration between the 
constituent church(es) and the school, (b) identifying needed changes in the school, and 
(c) managing conflict effectively.
Table 35
Description o f Pastors ’ and Educators ’ Responses Regarding the Degree o f  Tension 





M SD M SD
Faith Leader 2 J 6 1.04 2 . 0 1 1.18
Instructional Leader 2 . 1 0 0.93 1.75 0.93
Communicator 1.90 0 . 8 8 1.84 1.07
Administrator 2.06 0.97 1.84 1.08
The cumulative mean score for pastors on the 59 items tested for tension resulting 
in an impact on their relationship with Educators was 2.12 compared to 1.85 for 
Educators. This would seem to indicate that pastors perceive a higher degree of tension in 
this area than do Educators.
The highest degree of tension perceived for pastors (mean score: >2.4) was: (a) 
identifying needed changes in the school (M=  3.10, SD = 1.57), (b) fostering
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collaboration between the constituent church(es) and the school {M = 2.9 \,SD  = 1.64),
(c) providing opportunities for the school community to celebrate faith { M -  2.57, SD = 
1.37), (d) approving the school budget (M= 2.55, SD = 1.65), and (e) managing conflict 
effectively (M= 2.52, SD = 1.57).
The highest degree of tension perceived for educators (mean score: > 2.2) was: (a) 
fostering collaboration between the constituent church(es) and the school {M= 2.48, SD 
-  1.60), (b) identifying needed changes in the school { M -  2.47, SD = 1.53), (c) 
promoting the Seventh-day Adventist school within the constituent church community 
{M- 2.32, SD = 1.70), and (d) managing conflict effectively {M= 2.28, S D = \  .67).
Pastor and Educator Role Tension— 
Individual Faith Leader Items
Table 36 presents the means and standard deviations of pastor’s perception of 
tension arising from role conflict and the educators’ perception of tension arising from 
role conflict on the 14 items queried in the Faith Leader dimension.
Scores registered by pastors regarding perceived tension arising from role conflict 
in the Faith Leader dimension revealed a high of M = 2.91, SD = 0.84, to a low of M = 
2.07, SD = 1.57. Scores registered by educators regarding perceived tension arising from 
role conflict in the Faith Leader dimension revealed a high o îM =  2.48, SD = 1.60, to a 
low ofM = 1.69, iSD -  1.17. Both pastors (M = 2.91, SD = 1.64) and educators {M= 2.48, 
SD = 1.60) rated the issue of fostering collaboration between church and school as the 
highest source of tension in this dimension.
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Table 36
Description o f Pastors ’ and Educators ’ Responses Regarding Tension Relating to the








1 . Ensuring the Seventh-day Adventist 
religious instruction of students
2.48 1.45 1.96 1.37
2 . Providing opportunities for the 
school community to celebrate faith
2.57 1.37 2.18 1.48
3. Fostering consistent practices of 
Christian service among the staff or 
the students
243 1.33 2.18 1.53
4. Providing for the ongoing religious 
education/spiritual formation of the 
faculty and staff
1.28 1.89 1.27
5. Providing direct religious instruction 
to the students.
2.42 1.34 2 . 0 2 1.42
6 . Providing for the baptismal 
preparation of the students
:T23 1.40 1.90 1.40
7. Fostering collaboration between the 
constituent church(es) and the school
2.91 1.64 2.48 1.60
8 . Promoting Christian community 
within the school
2 2 2 1.26 1.97 1.37
9. Fostering a multicultural school 
climate
2.07 1.39 1.69 1.17
1 0 . Facilitating the moral development 
of children
2 . 1 1 1.32 1.81 1.37
1 1 . Implementing the school philosophy 
or mission
233 1.27 1.89 1.38
1 2 . Promoting the Seventh-day 
Adventist school within the 
constituent church community
2.41 1.36 2 3 2 1.70
13. Articulating the mission of the 
Seventh-day Adventist school within 
the local communities
236 1.47 1.98 1.33
14. Developing a school climate 
reflecting the Seventh-day 
Adventist identity
232 1.40 1.85 1.36
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Pastors { M -  2.07, SD = 1.57) agreed with educators (M - 1.69, SD = 1.17) on the 
source of lowest tension related to role conflict as arising from the task of fostering a 
multicultural school climate. Pastors overall reported a higher level of tension associated 
with role conflict in the dimension of Faith Leader than do educators for the same tasks. 
Pastors’ tension scores were higher for all 14 of the Faith Leader role items than those 
reported by educators. It should be noted that pastors rated Faith Leader as the highest 
role dimension for themselves in the context of the school and the lowest leadership 
dimension for educators. Pastors and educators reported role tension to be low in the 
Faith Leader dimension with mean dimension scores for pastors aX M  = 2.36, SD = 1.04 
and for educators at M= 2.01, SD= 1.18.
Pastor and Educator Role Tension— 
Instructional Leader Items
Table 37 presents the means and standard deviations of pastors’ perception of 
tension arising from role conflict and the educator’s perception of tension arising from 
role conflict on the seven items queried in the Instructional Leader dimension. Scores 
registered by pastors regarding perceived tension arising from role conflict in the 
Instructional Leader dimension revealed a high of M = 3.10, SD = 1.59, to a low o f M  = 
1.55, SD = 1.03. Neither pastors nor educators report a high degree of tension in regard to 
the Instructional Leader role items with the exception of pastors’ sensing moderate 
tension relative to addressing needed change in the school (M = 3. 10, SD = 1.59). Scores 
registered by educators regarding perceived tension arising from role conflict in the 
Instructional Leader dimension revealed a high of M = 2.47, SD = 1.63, to a low of M  = 
1.49, SD = 0.90.
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Table 37







M SD M SD
15. Fostering leadership among 
staff members
2 . 2 0 1.23 1.85 1.33
16. Identifying needed change in 
school
3.10 1.59 2.47 1.63
17. Demonstrating a knowledge 
of the content of the religion 
curriculum
2.16 1.32 1.59 1 . 0 0
18. Providing leadership in 
curriculum development
1.92 1.19 1.54 1.04
19. Accommodating the special 
learning needs of students
1.71 1.09 1.49 0.90
20. Supervising classroom 
instruction
1.55 1.03 1.54 1.09
21. Evaluating the general
effectiveness of the learning 
program of the school
2.07 1.26 1 . 6 8 1.18
Pastors and educators reported role tension to be moderate to low in the 
Instructional Leader dimension with mean dimension scores for pastors at M= 2.10, SD ■
0.93 and for educators at M = 1.75, SD = 0.93.
Pastor and Educator Role Tension—
Individual Communicator Items
Table 38 presents the means and standard deviations of pastors’ perception of
tension arising from role conflict and the educators’ perception of tension arising from
role conflict on the 14 items queried in the Communicator dimension.
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Table 38




M  SD M  SD
22. Sharing information regarding the 
school with the constituent church
2.23 1.26 1.85 1.36
23. Facilitating communication of school 
information with the district staff
1.93 1 . 1 1 1.75 1.29
24. Speaking during Sabbath worship 
services about the school and events
2.30 1.42 1.96 1.57
25. Verbally supporting the school 
during district activities and events
1.93 1.31 2 . 0 2 1.55
26. Facilitating a sense of collaboration 
between school and local church
2 . 2 2 1.33 2.16 1.61
27. Providing regular written
communication to the teachers
1.80 1 . 1 2 1.78 1.15
28. Providing regular written
communication to the school parents
1.76 1.04 1.50 0.91
29. Meeting regularly with the teachers 
and staff
1.94 1.31 2.13 1.47
30. Regularly visiting the classrooms 2.05 1.26 2.09 1.45
33. Providing school information to the 
conference or union office of 
education
2.06 1.37 2.55 1.57
34. Communicating regularly with the 
conference board of education
1.77 1.09 1.81 1.36
35. Fostering communication with the 
conference department of education
1.63 1 . 0 1 1.73 1.26
37. Providing school information to the 
local media
1 . 6 8 1 . 1 0 1.67 1 . 2 2
38. Speaking about the school during 
community meetings (e.g., Rotary, 
etc.)
1.65 1 . 0 2 1.60 1.13
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Scores registered by pastors regarding perceived tension arising from role conflict 
in the Communicator dimension revealed a high o f M=  2.30, SD = 1.42, to a low of  M=  
1.63, SD -  1.01. Scores registered by educators regarding perceived tension arising from 
role conflict in the Communicator dimension revealed a high of M = 2.55, SD= \ .57 to a 
low of M=  1.50, SD = 0.91. Pastors and educators reported role tension to be moderate to 
low in the Communicator dimension with mean dimension scores for pastors at M -  1.90, 
SD = 0.88 and for educators atM =  1.84, SD = 1.07. Neither pastors nor educators report 
a high degree of tension in regard to the Communicator role items.
Pastor and Educator Role Tension—  
Individual Administrator Items
Table 39 presents the means and standard deviations of pastors’ perception of 
tension arising from role conflict and the educators’ perception of tension arising from 
role conflict on the 24 items queried in the Administrator dimension. Scores registered by 
pastors regarding perceived tension arising from role conflict in the Administrator 
dimension revealed a high of M = 2.56, SD = 1.65, to a low of M  = 1.58, SD = 0.86. 
Scores registered by educators regarding perceived tension arising from role conflict in 
the Administrator dimension revealed a high of M = 2.28, SD = 1.67, to a low of M  =
1.10, 1.50.
Pastors and educators reported role tension to be moderate to low in the 
Administrator dimension with mean dimension scores for pastors at M = 2.06, SD = 0.97 
and for educators atM =  1.84, SD = 1.08. Neither pastors nor educators report a high 
degree of tension in regard to the Administrator role items. Pastors’ tension scores were 
higher for 23 of the 24 Administrator role items than those reported by educators.
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Table 39







M SD M SD
31. Supervising school faculty 1.77 1 . 1 1 1.62 1.14
32. Management of school faculty 
and staff
1.95 1 . 2 1 1.70 1.25
36. Participating on conference 
education committees
1.58 . 8 6 1.48 .97
39. Interviewing new school 
personnel
2.18 1.45 1.78 1.33
40. Using group process skills 
effectively with school 
committees
1.92 1 . 1 0 1.80 1.28
41. Managing conflict effectively 2.52 1.57 2.28 1.67
42. Evaluating school staff 2.38 1.40 1.87 1.47
43. Hiring new school personnel 2.41 1.56 1.95 1.47
44. Providing for an orderly 
school environment
1.92 1.15 1 . 6 8 1.17
45. Understanding SDA school 
governance structures
1.83 1.14 1.80 1.34
46. Working effectively with the 
local school board
2 . 0 2 1.30 1.98 1.48
47. Fostering a positive 
relationship with the 
conference office of education
1.73 1 . 0 2 1.70 1.23
48. Knowing civil law and church 
policy as it applies to the 
SDA school
1.71 1.03 1.74 1.31
49. Understanding state 
requirements and 
government-funded programs
1.61 .95 1.57 1.05
50. Maintaining a clean and safe 
school facility
1.92 1.28 1.82 1.40
51. Managing the school’s 
financial resources
2.47 1.59 2.15 1.62
52. Recruiting students to 2.23 1.39 2.07 1.59
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53. Collection of tuition accounts 
receivable
2.13 1.44 1.67 1.15
54. Facilitating long-range school 
planning
2.14 1.42 2.03 1.39
55. Providing for school capital 
development programs
2.15 1.53 2 . 0 1 1.42
56. Managing school fund-raising 
projects
2 . 1 1 1.31 1.70 1.09
57. Seeking financial resources 
beyond the school and 
constituent churches
1.95 1 . 1 2 1.84 1.29
58. Developing a school budget 2.31 1.47 1.94 1.37
59. Approving the school budget 2.56 1.65 1 . 1 0 1.50
Both pastors {M= 2.52, SD -  1.57) and educators (M= 2.28, SD = 1.67) rated the 
issue of managing conflict effectively as among the top two highest sources of tension in 
the Administrator dimension. Pastors {M= 2.56, SD = 1.65) rated approving the school 
budget as the highest source of tension while educators { M -  2.47, SD = 1.59) cited it as 
the source of lowest tension. Pastors and educators found common ground in that both 
rated managing the school’s financial resources as a role that produced the third highest 
level of tension for pastors {M= 1.10, SD = 1.50) and was the second highest source of 
tension for educators {M = 2.\5,SD =  1.62).
Difference Related to Role Tension in Pastors and Educators
The differences in the degree to which pastors and educators reported tension 
related to the leadership roles in the school are reported in this section in groups ordered 
by dimension and in tables of individual items within each of the four leadership 
dimensions of Faith Leader, Instructional Leader, Communicator, and Administrator.
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These 59 questions rated the perceived tension on a scale of 1 (a low degree of tension) to 
6  (a high degree of tension). A series of one-way multivariate analysis of variance 
(MANOVA) tests were conducted to analyze the differences in individual and group 
scores.
Role Tension in Pastors and 
Educators by Dimension
A one-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to 
compare the educators’ perception of role tension and the pastors’ perception of role 
tension in each of the four role dimensions (Faith Leader, Instructional Leader, 
Communicator, and Administrator). Overall a statistically significant difference was 
found between pastors’ view of role tension and educators’ view of role tension 
(Hotelling’s Trace = 0.114, ^ 4,208 = 5.92, p  = 0.000). The multivariate 77  ̂based on 
Hotelling’s Trace was low, 0.102.
Follow-up analysis of variance using 0.05/4 (approximately 0.01) determined the 
level of statistical significance. Table 40 reports the result of this analysis. No 
significant group differences were found for the dimensions of Faith Leader, 
Communicator, and Administrator. However, significant differences between the two 
groups were found for Instructional Leader. Educators (M= 4.71, SD = 0.75) felt that 
pastors {M -  1.74, SD = 0.93) should have a lower level of responsibility as Instructional 
Leaders. Responses from pastors and educators report statistical significance on mean 
scores in 2 (3.4%) of the 59 survey questions:
1. Faith Leader—none
2. Instructional Leader
a. Identifying needed change in school
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Analysis o f  Variance Result Comparing Responses o f Role Tension by Educators and 
Pastors by Dimension
Scale Rating by Pastors Rating by Educators
M SD M SD F P
Faith Leader 2.36 1.04 2 . 0 1 1.18 5.54 0 . 0 2 0
Instructional Leader 2 . 1 0 0.93 1.74 .93 8 . 0 1 0.005*
Communicator 1.90 0 . 8 8 1.83 1.07 . 2 2 0.637
Administrator 2.06 0.97 1.84 1.08 2.46 0.119
Note. N= 213; dj= 1, 21 Ifor all F  tests.
* Significance was determined a t/i<  .013.
Individual Faith Leader Tension Items
A one-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to 
compare the pastor’s view of role tension within the school and the educator’s view of 
role tension within the school on 14 statements relating to Faith Leadership. No 
significant difference was registered on the dependent measures (Hotelling’s Trace = 
0.103, F i4, 198 = 1.46,p  = 0.129). The multivariate 7/̂  based on Hotelling’s Trace was 
moderately low, 0.094.




A one-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to 
compare the pastor’s view of role tension within the school and the educator’s view of 
role tension within the school on seven statements relating to Instructional Leadership. 
Significant difference was registered on the dependent measures (Hotelling’s Trace = 
0.09, F?, 205 = 2.71,p = 0.010). The multivariate 77̂  based on Hotelling’s Trace was low, 
0.085.
Table 41
Analysis o f Variance Result Comparing Pastors ’ and Educators ’ Responses Regarding 
Role Tension in the Instructional Leader Dimension
Pastors Educators
M  SD M  SD F
15. Fostering leadership among staff 2 . 2 0 1.23 1.85 1.33 3.90 0.050
members
16. Identifying needed change in school 3.10 1.59 2.47 1.63 8 . 0 0 0.005*
17. Demonstrating a knowledge of the 2.16 1.32 1.59 1 . 0 0 12.51 0 .0 0 0 *
content of the religion curriculum
18. Providing leadership in curriculum 1.92 1.19 1.54 1.04 6.05 0 . 0 2 0
development
19. Accommodating the special learning 1.71 1.09 1.49 0.90 2.56 0 . 1 1 0
needs of students
20. Supervising classroom instruction 1.55 1.03 1.54 1.09 0 . 0 1 0.930
21. Evaluating the general effectiveness 
of the learning program of the school
2.07 1.26 1 . 6 8 1.18 5.39 0 . 0 2 0
Note. df= 1, 21 Ifor all F  tests.
* Significance was determined at/? < .007.
As a follow-up, analysis of variance was conducted on each of the seven 
statements (dependent variables). For this analysis, statistical significance is set at 0.05/7
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which is approximately 0.007. Table 41 presents the means and standard deviations by 
group as well as the analysis of variance results. Significant differences between the two 
groups were found for identifying needed change in school and demonstrating knowledge 
of the content of the religion curriculum. Pastors (M = 3.10, SD = 1.59) sensed more 
tension than educators (M= 2.47, SD = 1.63) in identifying needed change in school. 
Likewise, pastors (M=  2.16, SD = 1.32) sensed more tension than educators (M = 1.59, 
SD -  1.00) in demonstrating a knowledge of the content of the religion curriculum.
Individual Communicator Tension Items
A one-way multivariate analysis o f variance (MANOVA) was conducted to 
compare the pastor’s view of role tension within the school and the educator’s view of 
role tension within the school on 14 statements relating to Communicator Leadership. 
Significant differences were registered on the dependent measures (Hotelling’s Trace =
0.14, F\4 , 198 = 1.98,p = 0.021). The multivariate 77̂  based on Hotelling’s Trace was 
moderately low, 0.123.
As a follow-up, analysis of variance was conducted on each of the 14 statements 
(dependent variables). For this analysis, statistical significance was set at 0.05/14 which 
is approximately 0.003. Table 42 presents the means and standard deviations by group as 
well as the analysis of variance results. No significant differences between the groups 
were found on the individual tension items in the follow-up analysis.
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Table 42
Analysis o f Variance Result Comparing Pastors ’ and Educators ’ Responses Regarding
Role Tension in the Communicator Dimension
Pastors’ Educators’
M  SD M  SD F
2 2 . Sharing information regarding the 
school with the constituent church
2.23 1.26 1.85 1.36 4.54 0.030
23. Facilitating communication of school 
information with the district staff
1.91 1 . 1 1 1.75 1.29 1.13 0.290
24. Speaking during Sahhath worship 
services about the school and events
2.30 1.42 1.96 1.57 2.69 0 . 1 0 0
25. Verbally supporting the school during 
district activities and events
1.93 1.31 2 . 0 2 1.55 0.18 0.670
26. Facilitating a sense of collaboration 
between school and local church
2 . 2 2 1.33 2.16 1.61 0.08 0.770
27. Providing regular written 
communication to the teachers
1.80 1 . 1 2 1.78 1.15 0.03 0.860
28. Providing regular written 
communication to the school parents
1.76 1.04 1.50 0.91 3.94 0.050
29. Meeting regularly with the teachers and 
staff
1.94 1.31 2.13 1.47 1 . 0 1 0.320
30. Regularly visiting the classrooms 2.05 1.26 2.09 1.45 0.03 0.860
33. Providing school information to the 
conference or union office of educ.
1.77 1.09 1.81 1.36 0.04 0.850
34. Communicating regularly with the 
conference board of education
1.63 1 . 0 1 1.73 1.26 0.40 0.530
35. Fostering communication with the 
conference department of education
1 . 6 8 1 . 1 0 1.67 1 . 2 2 0 . 0 0 1 0.970
37. Providing school information to the 
local media
1.65 1 . 0 2 1.60 1.13 0.09 0.760
38. Speaking about the school during 
community meetings (e.g., Rotary, etc.)
1.64 1.08 1.62 1.19 0.03 0.860
Note. df= 1,211 for all F  tests.
* Significance was determined at/? < .003.
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Individual Administrator Tension Items
A one-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to 
compare the pastor’s view of role tension within the school and the educator’s view of 
role tension within the school on 24 statements relating to Administrator Leadership. No 
significant differences were registered on the dependent measures, Hotelling’s Trace = 
0.186, Fia, iss = 1.46,/? = 0.086. The multivariate based on Hotelling’s Trace was 
moderately low, 0.157.
Research Question #8
Research question 8  asked: How do perceptions of tension affect the relationship 
of pastors and educators?
Part 3 of the survey instrument included 17 questions designed to measure the 
professional and personal behaviors associated with building and maintaining quality in 
the relationship between pastor and educator. The respondents were asked to rate their 
perceived relationship with their counterpart from both the pastor’s and educator’s 
perspective. The rating was based on a scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 4 
(Strongly Agree). Pastors and educators were asked to answer these 17 questions 
regarding their perception of self and their perception of their counterpart.
The research questionnaire allowed for the possibility o f four combinations 
regarding the analysis of the relationship data:
1. The perception of the pastor’s relationship behavior toward the educator as 
reported by the pastor
2. The perception of the pastor’s relationship behavior toward the educator as 
reported by the educator
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3. The perception of the educator’s relationship behavior toward the pastor as 
reported by the educator
4. The perception of the educator’s relationship behavior toward the pastor as 
reported by the pastor.
The analysis and report of results regarding the relationship of the pastor and 
educator will focus on items 2 and 4 above. It is assumed that the perception of one’s 
behavior by another is more critical to the relationship than self-perception of that 
relationship by one whose behavior is being questioned. Item level descriptive statistics 
and tables reporting multivariate and univariate analysis of variance on the relationship 
data for educators and pastors may be viewed in Appendix D.
Table 43 describes means and standard deviations of the pastors’ and educators’ 
collective perception of the quality of their relational behavior. With means ranging from 
3.13 to 3.43 based on a scale of 1 to 4, the result suggests that there is generally a positive 
relationship between pastors and educators.
Table 43
Description o f Pastors ’ and Educators ’ Responses Regarding the Perception o f  the 
Quality o f Pastor’s and Educator’s Relationship
Relationship Subject Respondents N M SD
Pastor Pastors 1 0 0 3.43 .46
Pastor Educators 104 3.13 .53
Educator Pastors 95 3.43 .58
Educator Educators 105 3.32 .53
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Two linear regression analyses were conducted to test the following hypothesis: 
There are significant multiple correlations between the predicted pastors' /educators' 
(PPR7PER) relationship behavior and a linear combination of Faith Leader tension (FLT), 
Instructional Leader tension (ILT), Communicator Leader tension (CLT), and 
Administrator Leader tension (ALT) expressed as the following equation:
PPR/PER = biFLT + b2lLT  + bjCLT + b^ALT + Constant
The Influence of Role Tension on Pastor 
Relationship as Perceived hy Educators
Means and standard deviations for each of the predictor variables are shown in
Table 44. Table 45 shows the zero-order correlations among these variables.
The perceived pastor Relationship score for pastors is moderately high {M = 3.26,
SD = 0.58/ Role tension scores by dimension are relatively low with the highest tension
score reported for Faith Leader (M = 2.34, SD = 0.58) and the lowest for Communicator
{M=  1.92, 5D = 0.95).
Table 44
Descriptive o f  Pastors ’ Composite Relationship Scores and Leadership Role Tension by 
Dimension
M SD
Pastor Relationship 3.26 0.58
Faith Leader Tension 2.34 0.58
Instructional Leader Tension 2 . 1 2 0.99
Communicator Tension 1.92 0.95
Administrator Tension 2.05 1 . 0 0
Note. N= 91.
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The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients between the predictor 
variables ranged from .609 to .849 and are moderately large. Correlations between 
quality of relationship and the tension variables are all negative ranging from -.384 to 
-.275. All are statistically significant at the <0.01 level.
Table 45









Pastor Relationship Behavior^ -.364 -.275 -.384 -.349
Faith Leader Tension .717 .734 .609
Instructional Leader Tension .807 .749
Communicator Tension .849
“ pastor’s relational behavior as perceived by the educator. 
* Significance was determined a tp  < .01.
The close relationships between the predictor variables indicated in the zero-order 
correlations would suggest that any change in one is likely to impact the other three 
dimensions and consequently improve or reduce the quality of relationship by the pastor.
Table 46 shows the regression analysis results for determining which measures of 
tension are best related to the quality of the relationship between pastors and educators as 
perceived by the educator. The regression coefficients (6 ), the standard error {SE), the 
standardized regression coefficient (/?) and the statistical significaince of each predictor 
variable are reported. Accordingly, the relationship between pastor-educator (as 
perceived by educators) and the four role tensions can be defined by the equation:
PPR = -0.130 FLT + 0.124 IL T -0.159 CLT -0.083 ALT + 3.778
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Table 46
Linear Regression Analysis o f the Influence o f  Role Tension by Dimension on the 
Relationship Behavior o f Pastors
6 SE A t P
(Constant) 3.778 .149 25.423 .000
Faith Leader Tension -.130 .083 -.239 -1.566 . 1 2 1
Instructional Leader Tension .124 .105 . 2 1 1 1.180 .241
Communicator Tension -.159 .141 -.258 -1.130 .262
Administrator Tension -.083 . 1 1 1 -.143 -.750 .456
As a set, the four measures of tension explain only 17.8% {R̂ =̂  0.178) of the 
variance in pastor-educator relationship. Although quite small, the four measures of 
tension as a set, however, are significantly related to the quality of relationship between 
pastors and educators as perceived by the educator (F4, 86, F  = 0.002). No single measure 
of tension was found to significantly predict quality of relationship. This is most likely 
due to strong inter-correlation among the four measures of tension (see Table 45). It 
should be noted that a significant difference between pastors and educators was found for 
tension in Instructional Leadership (see Table 41). Pastors rated educators high in role 
responsibility in the dimension of Instructional Leader and themselves low. Although 
there was significant difference revealed in their answers, the responses of pastors and 
educators revealed that both felt the educator was primarily responsible for the 
Instructional Leader roles. The tensions arising fi-om these role perceptions were low but 
likely positive since the pastor is freed from responsibility that he/she seems to extend to 
the educator by preference.
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The hypothesis is accepted that there is significant multiple correlation between 
the predicted pastors’ (PPR) relationship behavior and a linear combination of Faith 
Leader tension (FLT), Instructional Leader tension (ILT), Communicator Leader tension 
(CLT), and Administrator Leader tension (ALT).
The Influence of Role Tension on the Educator’s 
Relationship as Perceived hy Pastors
The educator relationship scores are reported in Table 47 with descriptive
statistics of means and standard deviation of the scoring o f educators’ relationship
behavior by pastors on the 17 questions provided in Part III of the survey questionnaire.
The composite relationship behavior index for educators is moderately high {M = 3.17,
SD = 0.73/ Role tension scores by dimension are relatively low with the highest tension
score reported for Faith Leader {M  = 1.99, SD = 1.26) and the lowest for Instructional
Leader (M = 1.74, SD = \ .26).
Table 47
Descriptive o f Educators ’ Composite Relationship Scores and Leadership Role Tension 
by Dimension
M SD
Educator Relationship 3.17 0.73
Faith Leader Tension 1.99 1.26
Instructional Leader Tension 1.74 1.06
Communicator Tension 1.83 1.15
Administrator Tension 1.85 1 . 2 1
Note. N= 97.
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Table 48 reports the zero-order correlation of role tension by dimension on the 
relationship behaviors of the educator toward the pastor as perceived by the pastor. The 
Pearson product-moment coefficients for the predictor variables ranged from .818 to .922 
and were consistently large. Correlation coefficients ranged from -.616 to -.528 for the 
criterion variable, educator relationship.
Table 48









Educator’s Relationship Behavior^ -.608 -.528 -.575 -.616
Faith Leader Tension .818 .897 .883
Instructional Leader Tension .893 .872
Commimicator Tension .922
® Educator’s relational behavior as perceived by the pastor. 
* Significance was determined at/? < .01.
Statistical significance was reported in all four of the leadership dimensions. 
Overall role tension is a predictor of educators’ relationship behavior.
The close relationships between the predictor variables indicated in the zero order 
correlations would suggest that any change in one is likely to impact the other three 
dimensions and consequently improve or reduce the quality of relationship demonstrated 
by the educator.
Table 49 shows the regression analysis result for determining which measures of 
tension are best related to the quality of the relationship between pastors and educators as 
perceived by the pastor. The regression coefficients (h), the standard error {SE), the
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standardized regression coefficient {fi), and the statistical significance of each predictor 
variable are reported. Accordingly, the relationship between pastor-educator relationship 
(as perceived by pastors) and the four role tensions can be defined by the equation: 
PER= - 0.200 FLT + 0 .047ILT + 0.068 CLT-0.283 A L T +3.888
Table 49
Linear Regression Analysis o f the Influence o f Role Tension by Dimension on the 
Relationship Behavior o f Educators
6 SE t P
(Constant) 3.888 .116 33.607 . 0 0 0
Faith Leader Tension - . 2 0 0 . 1 1 2 -.346 -1.791 .077
Instructional Leader Tension .047 .129 .068 .363 .718
Communicator Tension .068 .164 .108 .414 .680
Administrator Tension -.283 .138 -.469 -2.053 .043
As a set, the four measures of tension are significantly related to the quality of 
relationship between pastor and educators as perceived by the pastor (F4, 92= 1 5.45, p  = 
0.000). Administrator Tension is the only significant predictor of the quality o f educator- 
pastor relationship {t = -2.053, j? <0.05). Although not statistically significant. Faith 
Leader tension appears to be a possible predictor of the quality of educator-pastor 
relationship. It appears that the relationship between educators may be largely defined by 
Administrator tension ( f  = -0.469) and Faith Leader tension { f  = -0.346). Tensions in 
these areas seem to impact the quality of the relationship negatively. Approximately 40%
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of the variance of the educator Relationship score was accounted for by its linear 
relationship with the tensions in the four role dimensions.
The hypothesis is accepted that there is a significant multiple correlation between 
the predicted educators’ (PER) relationship behavior and a linear combination of Faith 
Leader tension (FLT), Instructional Leader tension (ILT), Communicator Leader tension 
(CLT), and Administrator Leader tension (ALT).
Summary
Pastors and educators agree that educators have an overall greater degree of 
responsibility in all dimensions of leadership in the school than do pastors.
Pastors view their role as subordinate to the educator in all four dimensions and 
rank their greatest responsibility in the Faith Leader dimension followed by 
Administrator, then Communicator, and finally as Instructional Leader. Educators concur 
with pastors regarding the pastor’s leadership role in the school with the exception of 
ranking the pastor’s responsibilities as Communicator before that of Administrator.
Though perceiving a high role in all four dimensions, educators view their role 
responsibilities to be highest in the Instructional Leader dimension followed by Faith 
Leader, Administrator, and finally Communicator. Pastors, however, rank the role 
responsibilities of the educator first as Instructional Leader, then as Communicator, 
Administrator, and lastly as Faith Leader.
Significant differences were reported between pastors’ and educators’ perceptions 
o f the role of the pastor as Faith Leader and Communicator. Educators reported higher 
expectations of the pastor’s role in both dimensions.
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Significant differences were reported between pastors’ and educators’ perceptions 
of the role o f the educator in overall role responsibility with the school. Pastors and 
educators did not report significant differences on the educator’s responsibility between 
individual leadership role dimensions.
Significant differences were reported regarding role tension experienced in the 
Instructional Leader and Communicator dimensions. Pastors sensed a higher degree of 
Instructional Leader role tension than educators in regard to identifying needed changes 
in the school and demonstrating knowledge of the content of the religion curriculum.
The leadership roles are highly correlated in regard to role tension. Increased role tension 
in all leadership role dimensions appears to have a negative influence on the relationship 
of both pastor and educator.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY
This chapter presents a summary of the study which includes a statement of the 
problem and purpose of the study, an overview of the literature, and a review of the 
methodology used. It also includes conclusions dravm from the data analysis of the 
survey questionnaires and necessary discussion and reflection pertaining to those 
conclusions. This chapter finishes with recommendations regarding future research and 
study of organizational expectations and role clarification of pastors and educators.
The Problem in Context
The two major issues addressed in this study are the professional relationship that 
exists between the educators in K-IO schools and pastors who serve the Georgia- 
Cumberland Conference of Seventh-day Adventist churches that host the schools, and the 
leadership roles each serve in the school. The roles and organizational expectations for 
each impact the health of their professional relationship. Members and conference 
administrators often assume that the pastor is responsible for the overall health and 
success of the school. The pastor may inappropriately assume an overseer role with the 
educator that is not supported by the structure or policies of the denomination as a 
response to such expectations. If there is no officially defined professional relationship
134
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between pastors and educators, then the risk of the leadership and personality bias of one, 
both, or all will by default determine their professional relationship and the roles they 
assume. Such a relationally and professionally undefined work context appears to result 
in role confusion and/or role conflict.
The Roman Catholic school system addressed the role confusion between pastor 
and principal by mandating a collaborative relationship between these two professional 
positions as a means of minimizing the problem of such role confusion (Fulton, 2002, p. 
2). It has also been reported that the Lutheran school system suffers from role conflict 
and confusion resulting from the ambiguous definition of the supervisory role of the 
pastor in his professional relationship with the school (Sieger & Beck, 1998, p. 1).
The research done on the professional roles of pastors and parochial school 
educators in general is limited, but the statement of the problem in each of the studies 
reviewed indicates a common challenge of role conflict and confusion that leads to stress 
and limitations on the function of the school. It may be necessary for policies and official 
expectations for pastors and educators to be standardized, defined, and clearly 
communicated as a means of optimally supporting the common mission of church and 
school.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to compare leadership role expectations in 
denominationally operated church K-10 schools within the Georgia-Cumberland 
Conference as perceived by educators and their pastors and to determine how these 
perceptions about leadership role tensions affect the pastors’ and educators’ professional 
relationship.
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Methodology
This research project employed the survey research method. All of the pastors and 
K-10 educators of the Georgia-Cumberland Conference of Seventh-day Adventists were 
asked to respond to the survey. This study targeted the entire population of 191 
teachers/principals who served the 43 Georgia-Cumberland Conference denominationally 
operated K-10 schools and all 143 pastors serving the 198 officially recognized 
congregations comprising the Georgia-Cumberland Conference.
A census survey was utilized to conduct a comparative study of the pastor’s and 
the educator’s leadership role expectations and relationships within denominationally 
operated schools in the Georgia-Cumberland Conference of Seventh-day Adventists. This 
territory included all of the state of Georgia; Cherokee Coimty, North Carolina; and the 
eastern portion of the state of Tennessee to the eastern boundaries o f Cannon, Clay, 
Coffee, DeKalb, Franklin, Jackson, and Smith Counties (Jn-Francois, 2004).
The survey was made up of three parts:
Part I of the survey addressed the issue of respondent demographics. This section 
included eight items; (a) current role, (b) length of service in the current position, (c) 
gender, (d) age, (e) highest level of formal education, (f) whether or not the respondent 
attended a Seventh-day Adventist school, (g) the number of students in the school, (h) the 
number of teachers on the staff.
Part II included 59 items relating to the role responsibility of pastors and 
educators in the school. These 59 items were subdivided into four leadership dimensions 
that are not identified in the instrument: Faith Leader (items 1-14), Instructional Leader 
(items 15-21), Communicator (items 22-30, 33-35), and Administrator (items 31, 32, 36- 
54). Pastors, teachers, and principals were asked to use a Likert scale to rate the level of
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responsibility for each of the 59 tasks from the perspective of both the pastor and that of 
the educator. The rating scale provided response options from a 6 (high level of 
responsibility for this task) to 1 (no responsibility for this task). In addition, each 
respondent was asked to rate the level of tension between them as they consider each 
other’s role regarding the specific tasks addressed.
Part III consists of 17 items aimed at exploring the relationship behavior of 
pastors and educators toward one another. This section scores each answer on a 4-point 
Likert scale with 4= Strongly Agree, 3= Agree, 2= Disagree, and 1= Strongly Disagree. 
This section is designed to measure the quality of the pastor and educator relationship 
with one another. Reliability was tested and found to be within acceptable limits (ranged 
from .781 to .971 with .01 threshold of significance) using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient 
method.
Findings and Conclusions
This section is organized according to the eight research questions addressed in 
this study. Conclusions will be expressed regarding how pastors and educators rated their 
respective role responsibilities and the tension level growing out o f the perceptions of 
role conflict in the context of the school. The final set of conclusions will address the 
perceptions of pastors and educators regarding specific behaviors associated with 
establishing and maintaining quality relationships, the difference between their 
relationship perceptions, and how they perceive the impact of these relationship 
behaviors on the tension within the relationship between pastors and educators.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
138
Role in the School—What Is the Pastor’s 
Perception for Self?
The conclusions outlined below reflect how pastors perceived their own role 
responsibilities within the context of the school:
1. Pastors believe that their primary role in the school is in the dimension of 
Faith Leader.
2. Pastors believe that the lowest role expectation for them in the school is in the 
dimension of Instructional Leader.
3. Pastors believe that they have a high level of specific role responsibility 
within the Communicator dimension to be verbally supportive of the school during 
district activities and events.
4. Pastors believe that they have a high level of specific role responsibility 
within the Communicator dimension to facilitate a sense of collaboration between the 
school and the local church.
5. Pastors believe that they have a high level of specific role responsibility 
within the Administrator dimension to work effectively with the school board.
Role in the School—What Is the Educator’s 
Perception for the Pastor?
The following conclusions focus on how the educators perceived the pastor’s role 
responsibilities within the school.
1. Educators believe that the greatest area of role responsibility in the school for 
the pastor is that of Faith Leader.
2. Educators concur with pastors’ assessment of themselves that pastors have 
little role responsibility as Instructional Leader in the school context.
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3. Educators believe that pastors have a high level of specific role responsibility 
within the Communicator dimension for providing information regarding the school to 
the local media.
4. Educators believe that pastors have a high level of specific role responsibility 
within the Communicator dimension to speak during Sabbath worship services about the 
school and events.
5. Educators believe that pastors have a high level of specific role responsibility 
within the Communicator dimension to facilitate a sense of collaboration between school 
and local church.
6. Educators believe that pastors have a high level of specific role responsibility 
within the Communicator dimension to be verbally supportive of the school during 
district activities and events.
7. Educators believe that pastors have a high level of specific role responsibility 
within the Administrator dimension to manage conflict effectively.
8. Educators believe that pastors have a high level of specific role responsibility 
within the Administrator dimension to understand SDA school governance structures.
9. Educators believe that pastors have a high level of specific role responsibility 
within the Administrator dimension to know civil law and church policy as it applies to 
the SDA school.
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Role Within the School—What Is the 
Discrepancy Regarding the Pastor?
The following conclusions aim at the differences between pastor and educator 
perceptions of the expectations and role responsibilities for the pastor in the context of 
the school.
1. Educators and pastors have statistically different perceptions of the pastor’s 
role responsibilities in two of the leadership dimensions—Faith Leader and 
Communicator.
2. Educators have higher expectations for the pastor than the pastor does for 
him/herself in the dimensions of Faith Leader, Communicator, and Administrator. Only 
in the Instructional leader dimension does the educator have lower expectations for the 
pastor than the pastor has for self.
3. Educators believe that pastors have a greater responsibility for baptism 
preparation than pastors believe they have for self.
4. Educators believe that pastors have greater responsibility for promoting 
Christian community within the school than pastors believe they have for self.
5. Pastors believe they have less responsibility for promoting the school than 
educators believe the pastor has for self.
6. Educators believe that pastors should have a greater knowledge of the religion 
curriculum that pastors believe they have for self.
7. Educators believe that pastors have a greater responsibility for representing 
the school to the community through media and civic organizations than pastors believe 
they have for self.
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8. Pastors believe they have more responsibility for evaluating school staff than 
educators believe the pastor has.
9. Educators believe the pastor has more responsibility for managing conflict 
effectively in the context of the school than the pastor believes he has for self.
10. Educators believe that the pastor should be working effectively with the 
school board more than pastors believe that they should be doing so.
11. Educators believe that the pastor should know civil law and church policy as it 
relates to the school more strongly than pastors believe they should know about such law 
and policy relative to the school.
12. Educators believe that pastors should be active in recruiting students to 
increase enrollment than pastors believe they should.
13. Educators believe that pastors should be seeking financial resources beyond 
the school and constituent churches than the pastors believe they should.
Role in the School—What Is the Educator’s 
Perception for Self?
The conclusions outlined below reflect how educators perceived their own role 
responsibilities within the context of the school:
1. Educators generally believe that they have a high level of responsibility in all 
four of the dimensions of role responsibility—Faith Leader, Instructional Leader, 
Communicator, and Administrator.
2. Educators believe their primary role responsibility is in the dimension of 
Instructional Leader and the lowest is in the dimension of Communicator.
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3. Of the 59 role responsibilities, the educator rated the administrative 
responsibility of collecting tuition accounts receivable as the least important role 
responsibility.
4. Educators clearly believe they have a greater role responsibility within all four 
of the leadership dimensions than pastors.
Role in the School—What Is the Pastor’s 
Perception for the Educator?
The following conclusions focus on how the pastors perceived the Educator’s role 
responsibilities within the school.
1. Pastors believe that educators have a high degree of role responsibility in all 
four of the leadership dimensions—Faith Leader, Instructional Leader, Communicator, 
and Administrator.
2. Pastors concur with the self-perception of educators in believing that 
educators’ highest degree of role responsibility is in the area of Instructional Leader.
3. Of the 59 role responsibilities for the educator, pastors’ rated the 
administrative responsibility of collecting tuition accounts receivable as the least 
important role responsibility.
4. Pastors believe that educators have a high degree of responsibility for 
supervising classroom instruction.
5. Pastors believe that educators have a high degree of responsibility for the 
collective responsibilities associated with connecting the school with conference 
education entities, district congregational entities, and parents.
6. Pastors clearly believe they educators have a greater role responsibility within 
all four of the leadership dimensions than pastors.
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Role in the School—What Is the Discrepancy 
Regarding the Educator?
The following conclusions aim at the differences between pastor and educator 
perceptions of the expectations and role responsibilities for the educator in the context of 
the school.
1. Educators and pastors have different perceptions of the educator’s overall role 
responsibilities and specifically in one of four of the leadership dimensions—  
Communicator.
2. Pastors believe educators have greater responsibility in the dimensions of 
Faith Leadership and Instructional Leadership than they do for themselves.
3. Educators believe themselves to have greater responsibility in the dimensions 
of Communicator and Administrator than pastors believe educators do.
What Is the Degree of Tension Between 
Pastors and Educators?
The following conclusions relate to the degree of perceived tension pastors and 
educators experienced regarding the 59 school role responsibilities tested.
1. Educators and pastors believe they experience an overall low degree of 
tension as it relates to the leadership role responsibilities identified in this study.
2. Pastors and educators differ in regard to the pastor’s role in the Faith Leader 
and Communicator dimensions. Educators believe pastors should be more involved in 
both.
3. Pastors believe that identifying needed changes in the school created the 
highest level of perceived tension for them and this was considered the second highest 
item of tension for educators.
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4. Educators believed that fostering collaboration between the constituent 
church(es) and the school was the highest source of tension for them and pastors sensed 
that it was second highest for themselves.
5. Pastors in general believe that they experience a higher degree of tension 
relating to school tasks than educators believe they personally experience in overall 
tension.
6. Pastors believe they experience higher tension than educators in all four 
leadership dimensions—Faith Leader, Instructional Leader, Communicator and 
Administrator.
7. Educators believe they experience their highest tension in five of the tasks 
associated with the Communicator dimension.
How Do Perceptions of Tension Affect the 
Relationship of Pastors and Educators?
Pastors and educators believe that role tension is experienced in the context of the 
four leadership dimensions—Faith Leader, Instructional Leader, Communicator, and 
Administrator are interrelated. As a set, increased tension in the four dimensions has a 
negative influence on the relationship behaviors of both pastor and educator. Neither 
educators nor pastors believed that role tension in any one of the leadership dimensions 
had significant influence on the relationship behavior of the pastor. None of the 
individual leadership dimensions except that of Instructional Leader had any positive 
influence on the relationship behavior of the pastor with the educator. Pastors and 
educators believe that role tension in the Administrator dimension had significant 
negative influence on the relationship behavior of the educator. Faith Leader role tension.
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like that o f Instructional Leader and Communicator was not believed to be significant, 
but had negative influence on educator relationship behavior.
The data in this study indicate that pastors and educators by and large perceive 
that each demonstrates the positive behavior traits indicated by the 17 relationship 
questions on the survey. The challenge lies in the fact that the two groups see the 
demonstration of those respective behaviors differently. Pastors believe that they 
demonstrate the behavior traits at a higher level than they perceive educators demonstrate 
the behavior traits. Likewise, educators believe that they demonstrate the behavior traits 
at a higher level than they perceive pastors demonstrate the behavior traits. This tendency 
to see self in a better light than the other suggests an ongoing expectancy that will not 
likely be solved without intervention.
The findings of this study indicate that pastors and educators have common 
concerns about the quality of their relationship. Each group feels that they are extending 
greater effort toward creating a healthy relationship than the other group extends toward 
creating a healthy relationship with them. The correlation between higher stresses in the 
context of lower relational quality compounds the risk of negative impact. The significant 
differences in how they perceive their relationship would suggest the likelihood of a 
negative effect on both the quality of life for pastor and educator as well as diminished 
effectiveness of their contribution to the mission of the church and school.
Discussion in the Context of Literature Reviewed
Schafer (2002, p. 147) and Fulton (2002, pp. 86-88) came to similar conclusions 
in their studies o f Roman Catholic pastors and principals in reporting significant 
differences in their mutual role expectations. Sieger and Beck (1998, p. 157) concluded
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that expectations of pastors and educators differed in the Lutheran schools he studied as 
well. Bartel (2004, p. 136) alluded to this in the suggestion that pastors and educators 
could benefit from training that would clarify perceptions of one another’s role 
responsibilities.
One of the distinct challenges relative to role clarification that pastors and 
educators face in the Georgia-Cumberland Conference and, by extension, the North 
American Division of Seventh-day Adventists, is a dearth of direction and information 
from official policy that states role expectations in the school where pastors’ and 
educators’ roles intersect. The relationship of pastors and educators is essentially 
undefined except in their separate spheres of school and church, a condition that also 
marks other parochial schools (Sieger & Beck, 1998, p. 148). Little attention is paid to 
the fact that the two professions must of necessity interact. This information vacuum risks 
relegating their professional relationship to the whims of the natural forces of dominance, 
personality, and parochial expectations (Bartel, 2004, pp. 140, 141). The risk is 
compounded by the fact that all leaders have a “dark side” that emerges opportunistically 
when conditions allow (McIntosh & Rima, 1997, pp. 22-23). Role clarification can 
contribute to the reduction of such risk.
Given the lack of official directive policy regarding the professional relationship 
of Seventh-day Adventist pastors and educators in the Georgia-Cumberland Conference, 
it is interesting that the data indicate that pastors scored themselves fairly high in the 
dimensions of Faith Leader, Communicator, and Administrator. In other words, both 
pastors and educators have clear though somewhat different expectations of the role 
responsibility of the pastor in the context of the school. These expectations are based
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upon little or no clear or formal role definition. The Instructional Leader role was scored 
lower than the others but still indicated substantive expectation of responsibility. Given 
the scarcity of directive or descriptive policy the expectations expressed were necessarily 
based upon intuitive perception that evolved out of informally expressed expectations, 
experience, or any of a number of other informal sources.
This study, like Schafer’s (2002, p. 148), found that pastors and educators have 
differing expectations of their own roles. Educators have higher expectations for 
themselves than pastors have for the educator’s role responsibilities as Faith Leader and 
Instructional Leader and lower expectations for self as Communicator and Administrator 
than the pastor has for them. Pastors revealed lower expectations for self than educators 
held for the pastor in three of the four leadership areas—Faith Leader, Communicator, 
and Administrator. Pastors’ expectation for their role as Instructional Leader was higher 
than that perceived for pastors by educators. Though variation was revealed between 
studies of pastor and educator roles in parochial schools there appears to be consistent 
agreement among researchers that is disagreement in the understanding of the role of 
pastor, teacher, and principal (Bartel, 2004; Fulton, 2002; Kealey, 1989; Marchese, 2000; 
Mims, 1983; Mueller, 1974; Schafer, 2002; Sieger & Beck, 1998; Wojcicki, 1982).
Vroom (1995) posits that expectancy as an “action-outcome association” (p. 21) 
directs force to produce a desired result. This pressure aimed at achieving a desired 
outcome increases the potential for disappointment and frustration leading to relational 
stress or conflict as expectation fails to match realization (Bums, 1978, p. 118). This 
dynamic, when coupled with issues of role conflict resulting from role ambiguity, can 
result in decreased job satisfaction, lower productivity, and overall goal achievement. “If
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the role of the member is ill-defined and he cannot see how it relates to other roles or 
contributes to group achievement, he is less likely to be motivated to productive action” 
(Beal, Bohlen, & Raudabaugh, 1977, p. 100).
The findings of this research suggest the potential for disappointed expectations 
and the consequent negative impact on mission accomplishment in the church school as a 
result of apparent role conflict and ambiguity issues. Role conflict, however, exacts a toll 
on people and the organizations they serve. Both pastor and educator risk negative impact 
on self and service as a result of chronic role ambiguity and role conflict. Kahn et al. 
(1964) attribute “anxiety, tension, frustration, and a sense of futility” (p. 65) with the 
psychological stress of role ambiguity. Both role conflict and role ambiguity have been 
found to influence stress and job satisfaction (Wolverton, Wolverton, & Gmelch, 1999, p. 
96) and contribute to a high turnover rate, low productivity, and burnout (p. 103).
Goal interdependence occurs when interaction between two persons is “satisfying 
to both if this interaction has the consequence of facilitating the progress of each of the 
persons toward the attainment of his goals” (Vroom, 1995, p. 145). Pastors and educators 
who operate in the ongoing environment of role ambiguity risk sacrificing the benefit of 
goal interdependence. Conner (1992) suggests that such a relationship is “self- 
destructive” and the people in such “relationships spend most of their time 
miscommunicating, blaming, being defensive, and complaining” (p. 185). The contrast is 
fotmd in a synergistic relationship marked by interdependence and common goals 
brought on by intentional willingness and acquired relational skills (Cormer, 1992, p.
189). Mintzberg poses an appropriate prescriptive question: “Isn’t it time to think of our 
organisations as commtmities of cooperation, and in so doing put leadership in its place:
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not gone, but alongside other important social processes” (Mintzberg, 2006). This new 
model results in decentralization of authority that “brings more autonomy in decision 
making but increases the need for cooperation and interdependence” (Hoy & Miskel, 
2001, p. 93).
A cooperative process between pastor and educator appears to be needed. DiPaolo 
and Hoy cite Organ (1997, p. 97) defines organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) as 
“performance that supports the social and psychological environment in which task 
performance takes place” (as cited in Hoy & DiPaolo, 2005, p. 36). In the Seventh-day 
Adventist school the pastor is a part of the social environment and the results of this study 
and others conducted in similar parochial schools indicate that there are psychological 
effects based upon the interaction of pastor and educator.
Role conflict and ambiguity are likely magnified by the fact that pastors and 
educators are both referenced as possessing the same spiritual gift for ministry. If the 
educator is charged with a transformational ministry by the church “then the role of the 
teacher is ministerial and pastoral in the sense that the teacher is leading young people 
into a saving relationship with Jesus Christ” (Knight, 1989, p. 194). Knight (1989) goes 
on to meld the lines between teaching and pastoring even further by stating that “the 
scriptures do not seek to separate the functions of teaching and pastoring. A Christian 
teacher is a pastor or minister of the gospel” (p. 195). This position is supported by early 
Christian writings and the New Testament text (Acts 13:1; 1 Cor 12:28; Eph 4:11; Jas 
3:1; 1 Tim 2:7; 2 Tim 1:11) and accepted commentators (Brown, Driver, & Briggs, 1906, 
p. 435; Enns, 1989, p. 274; Kittel & Friedrich, 1964, p. 152; Wuest, 1944, Gal 6:6). The 
pastor is similarly encouraged to view his role as that of teacher (Shelp & Sunderland,
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1989). “Pastors must not only care for the souls of their flock, but they must be persons 
who teach by precept and example to both individuals and the corporate body of the 
church” (Knight, 1989, p. 195).
The Seventh-day Adventist denominational system has evolved with education 
and pastoral ministry in parallel organizational structures with little formal definition of 
how the two intersect in a cooperative manner that produces the synergy necessary for 
effective educational ministry. Each of the two professions carries a biblical and 
organizational mandate for ministry that results in physical, spiritual, and social 
transformation yet they operate in separate organizational spheres. The resultant role 
conflict is complicated by the fact that each must often occupy common facilities on a 
shared campus without the benefit of a stated relationship that establishes appropriate 
lines of authority.
Kunitz (1988) addresses the issue of the social identity of the educator as it relates 
to the perceived professionalism of the teacher and suggests that social identity is 
formulated as one interacts with others who occupy “complimentary roles” in the society 
in which they work (p. 48). The perceived ranking of one’s professional status is 
determined by “the placement or location of self in relation to others within a specific 
social system” (p. 49). He concluded that the relationship of the pastor to the teacher was 
a critical element in establishing a perception of the professionalism of the educator (p. 
277). Chronic role conflict will likely militate against the need for the pastor to project a 
collegial relationship that would contribute to a positive social identity for the educator.
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Positive Working Relationships
Leadership is a social construct that leverages relationships for the 
accomplishment of a common purpose. The school is but one of our organizational 
contexts that is governed largely by “human relationships and interactions between 
people united in a common purpose” (Covey, 2004, p. 18). “At the most elemental level, 
an organization is nothing more than or less than a relationship with a purpose (its 
voice/' (p. 99). Wheatley (2005) writes of “communities of practice” (p. 172) in 
describing the relational context in which we live, practice our vocations, and develop the 
competencies and character that support our contribution to the community. This 
relational concept “depends on a belief that interdependence is an essential part of human 
nature” (Fletcher & Kaufer, 2003, p. 29). O’Toole, Galbraith, and Lawler (2003) state 
that “role ambiguity has long been linked to dysfunction in groups” (p. 259). McIntosh 
and Rima (1997, p. 12) suggest that dysfunction lurks in all leaders. Role ambiguity 
creates an environment whereby these dysfunctions find opportunity to emerge.
The issue of communication stands out as a general area that needs positive 
correction since it relates to several of the relational queries that registered significant 
difference (i.e., providing accurate information, concern for well-being, understands role 
of other, and open to suggestions). Communication is a core leadership task (Locke,
2003, p. 277) and “it is important to use all existing communication tools, and invent new 
ones. . . . Freely circulating information helps to create trust, and it turns us into rapid 
learners and more effective workers” (Wheatley, 2005, pp. 119-20). Emotional support 
along with a host of other valuable bits of information are communicated in verbal 
silence while non-verbal “talk” comprises what some would suggest to be as high as 80%
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of all communication (Parks, 2005, pp. 130-31). With the increased complexity of 
multiple communication platforms available “we should be careful to consider the 
various communication styles and diverse backgrounds that make up today’s 
organizations” (Benson, 2000, p. 4). Even the stories we tell, both casually and 
intentionally, are valuable to communication and the leadership it supports (Armstrong, 
1992, p. 6).
Trust is a critical relational condition necessary for creating a healthy synergistic 
model of leadership in the school (Kouzes & Posner, 2002, pp. 244-250). The challenge 
in the SDA school is that the pastor is not formally defined as a part of the school 
organization beyond membership on the school board, so a bridge must be created that 
will support an inclusive relationship between school and pastor. We should be aware of 
three levels of trust—“the system level, the group level, and the individual level” (Shamir 
& Lapidot, 2003, p. 1). The pastor-school relationship challenges educators at the system 
level of tmst since the pastor is not an official part of their group. The pastor and educator 
can build trust on the individual level on the initiative of one or both but the system level 
will likely require the involvement of denominational elements in defining the pastor as 
an intentional part of the school with clearly defined expectations as to role and 
responsibility. Denominational leaders must “create the circumstances in which trust can 
be earned” (Wheatley, 2005, p. 44). The current SDA school organizational 
circumstances militate against building a relationship of trust between the educators and 
pastors due in large part to the role ambiguity regarding the pastor. Handy (1996, p. 6) 
challenges the possibility of building trust in an organizational system without 
reorganizing and defining groups wherein trust may be built.
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The data indicate that the foundation for trust between pastors and educators is in 
place but the relational elements that create stress work to erode this most valuable of 
leadership commodities. Collaborative effort on the part of ministerial supervisors and 
educational superintendents and pastors and educators will be necessary to talking, 
listening, and reflecting that will lead to greater trust.
Implications Regarding Collaboration 
in Ministry
“Collaboration refers abstractly to all processes wherein people work together- 
applying both to the work of individuals as well as larger collectives and societies. As an 
intrinsic aspect of human society, the term is used in many varying contexts such as 
science, art, education, and business” (Wikipedia, 2007). The Bible includes the 
admonition to collaborate in the context o f community: “Two are better than one, 
because they have a good reward for their labor. For if they fall, one will lift up his 
companion. But woe to him who is alone when he falls, for he has no one to help him up” 
(Eccl 4:9-10). SDA educators are urged to consider collaboration as a means of 
strengthening the mission of their schools (Green, 2001). Intentional collaboration of 
home, school, community, and church requires “collaboration of all the stakeholders of 
the institution” (Kingma, 2001, p. 19). Distributed approaches to leadership and 
organization require efforts to ensure collaboration and minimize isolation (Kouzes & 
Posner, 2002, pp. 241-43, 265-6). Effective collaboration between pastor and educator 
will likely enhance the quality and effectiveness o f SDA education as well as the quality 
of life for pastors and educators.
Those charged with the supervision and nurture o f educators and pastors should 
begin the collaboration process by teaming with those in their charge to initiate positive
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change in the level of healthy collaboration between pastor and educator. Strategies to 
improve communication skills that include active listening, verbal feedback, non-verbal 
feedback, and alignment sessions should be developed and implemented along with 
ongoing continuing education in these areas. The perception that seems to exist among 
many within the Seventh-day Adventist system that educators are somehow subordinate 
to pastors should be addressed by policy and official communication to allow for the 
creation of a dependable collegial relationship that would support collaboration. 
“Collaboration is the master skill that enables teams, partnership, and other alliances to 
function effectively” (Kouzes & Posner, 2002, pp. 285-6).
Servant Leadership: Authority and Power
There are respected scholars who hold as does Heifetz (1994) that “social living 
depends on authority” (p. 49). We see the process o f dominance at work in the social 
structure of animals and living systems. The theory of evolution as postulated by its most 
well-known proponent, Charles Darwin, is founded on the concept o f natural selection 
that expects the best equipped and most intelligent to dominate and survive. “This 
principle of preservation, or the survival of the fittest, I have called Natural Selection. It 
leads to the improvement of each creature in relation to its organic and inorganic 
conditions of life; and consequently, in most cases, to what must be regarded as an 
advance in organization” (Darwin, 1872, pp. 102-3).
The Columbia Encyclopedia (2006) states that contemporary extensions of natural 
selection would suggest that social behavior such as the establishment of dominance is a 
part of the evolutionary process. Heifetz (1994) posits that the natural world and the 
process of natural selection help us understand the necessity of establishing authority
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structures that support our leadership systems (p. 54). He draws a distinction between 
dominance and authority in the setting of adult communities but admits that “these two 
types of power relations often overlap” (p. 58). We live in a world impacted by the desire 
for dominance and our schools are likely no exception. Competition is a primary aspect 
of our economic system and winning is a primary driving force in our society. This 
reality must be factored into the search for a healthier working relationship between 
pastors and educators. There must be an alternate motivation driving the institutions of 
church and school and the professionals who lead them. Kouzes and Posner (2002) 
suggest that “Rather than focusing on stomping the competition into the ground, 
exemplary leaders focus on creating value for their customers, intelligence and skill in 
their students, wellness in their patients, and pride in their citizens” (p. 243).
Robert Greenleaf presented us with the leader as servant model (1991, pp. 21-61) 
that has found common ground with the Christian sacred writings on leadership (Conger, 
1994, pp. 87, 89; Moxley, 1999, p. 143) and behavior in community as well as influence 
in contemporary leadership thought (Covey, 2004, pp. 200, 293, 299; Quinn, 1996, p.
218; Rost, 1993, p. 35). The servant model stands in contrast to the competitive model of 
the Industrial Revolution that has molded so much of our leadership behavior. Pastors 
and educators who serve in the context of institutions dedicated to the high calling of 
transformative ministry to the community of faith and at large can benefit from increased 
awareness of the characteristics of the servant model. Jesus and historically significant 
figures in history such as Mohandas Gandhi, Martin Luther King, Jr., and Nelson 
Mandela successfully modeled the leader as servant concept. Concerning pastors, 
Greenleaf (1991) asks the question: “The clergy and the churches they serve: do they not
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have the opportunities to specify in detail a new moral basis for an institution-bound 
society and give insistent guidance to those who have power to render the institutions 
more serving” (p. 19). Might the adoption of a servant-based leadership philosophy by 
pastor and educator extend to reflect a more service-oriented school?
The litmus test used to determine whether or not the servant as leader concept is 
being operationalized is found in the answer to these questions: “Do those served grow as 
persons? Do they, while being served, become healthier, wiser, freer, more autonomous, 
more likely themselves to become servants” (Greenleaf, 1991, p. 27). The values and 
mission of the Seventh-day Adventist church-operated school are articulated in the 
mission and philosophy of the North American Division of Seventh-day Adventist 
education framework and include expectation of the application of the servant-as-leader 
concept (Ross, 2006, p. 92). It should be considered that the foundation of the 
professional relationship of pastor and educator might be largely addressed to the good 
through the application of the leadership principles of the Namesake of Christianity, 
informed by the application of those principles in the teaching of Robert Greenleaf.
New Testament leadership as modeled by Jesus was clearly based upon a servant- 
as-leader model. He taught as a first among equals and encouraged a servant and master 
equality (Matt 10:24, 25, Luke 6:40). Power-based positional leadership was challenged 
by a call for his fledgling leaders to become servants (Matt 20:25-27). The relationship he 
nurtured with his disciples was not hierarchical but he insisted on the descriptor of 
“friend” to define their relationship of love where information flowed freely between 
them (John 15:14-17). He defined his mission as “coming to serve, and give his life” 
(Matt 20:28). The model of leadership demonstrated by the person for whom the
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Christian movement was named possesses the potential solution for the stresses 
experienced by both pastor and educator in the current context of the school. If the 
element of hierarchy of position and power were negated by the organizational behavior 
modeled by Jesus, if the needs of the other were paramount in the relationship of pastor 
and educator as demonstrated by Jesus in his relationship with those who serve alongside 
him, if love and the free flow of information as between friends marked the relationship 
of pastor and educator, then much of the stress experienced and reported in this study 
could conceivably be allayed.
The educator and, more particularly, the principal or head teacher are charged to 
plan and lead the spiritual program and activities of the school (NAD, 2004, policy P35 
14). The findings of this study, however, indicate that both pastor and educator view the 
pastor’s responsibility to provide spiritual leadership in the school as the greater of the 
two. The fact is that the policies governing the school and the structures supporting it are 
not congruent with the common expectations of either pastors or educators and very 
likely those of the general membership and community in regard to spiritual leadership. 
The pastor is bound by current policy to serve the spiritual leadership initiative of the 
principal or head teacher. In the leader-as-servant model, the expectation is that the 
servant model would be the norm and not risk a violation of supposed positional 
authority.
If the pastor’s role was clearly defined as an engaged part of the school 
community rather than an adjunct to it, then the likelihood of commitment to school 
needs reflected in tasks such as promoting the school to the congregation and community 
or speaking for the school at community events would likely be pursued with a passion
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that only comes with a sense of belonging to the body being affirmed. The common 
vision that now seems lacking would likely benefit from a stronger bond of community 
between pastor and educators, and levels of professional respect and affirmation would 
likely improve as the bonding matured.
The data currently indicate that educators and pastors do not perceive one another 
serving as equals (Greenleaf, 1991, p. 241). The consistent correlation between relational 
differences and tension in the relationship recommends careful intervention in our 
schools with attention paid particularly to the clarification of roles and the development 
of a consistent collegial relationship between educator and pastor.
Recommendations for Practice
The data gathered and analyzed in this research project suggest, when considered 
in context with similar research on parochial schools across denominational boundaries, 
that there is a need for clarification for pastors and educators regarding their roles and 
professional relationships. General research on role conflict and role ambiguity support 
the need for intentional effort on the part of organizations involved in church school 
systems and individually by educators and pastors to seek clarification of roles for pastors 
and educators as a means of enhancing mission effectiveness and the quality of life for 
those who serve and are served by these schools. Specific intentional effort could include:
1. A clear policy statement should be added to the North American Division of 
Seventh-day Adventists Working Policy detailing the linkage between the denomination’s 
educational system and pastoral leadership responsibilities. This should include a 
clarification of the professional relationship of pastor and educator with the intent of
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removing ambiguity regarding professional roles, supervision and subordination issues, 
and conflict management protocols.
2. Undergraduate and graduate education for pastors and educators in 
denominationally operated schools should include training in the denomination’s 
organizational structure specific to the education system and its interface with the local 
church and the pastor. A model of synergistic behavior should be presented as a pattern 
for both pastors and educators who enter the denominational workforce.
3. Administrators, ministerial directors, and superintendents of education for 
conferences and unions should be thoroughly versed in the synergistic model of 
educator/pastor relationship and should include the operational effectiveness of such in 
regular evaluations and continuing education. Those who serve as pastors and educators in 
the Seventh-day Adventist educational system in the Georgia-Cumberland Conference and 
those who support them with supervision and training need to develop and implement 
strategies designed to improve the mutual support of and by pastors and educators for one 
another. Differences in the area of relational quality as revealed by this research should be 
addressed in an intentional and supportive manner. Consistent efforts to improve relational 
behavior in a consistent manner aimed at establishing trust between pastors and educators 
are necessary to ensure the health of our educational system and of those who serve them.
4. School boards and their respective church boards need to be informed of the 
proper respective role of pastor and educator and be enlisted in the process of developing a 
healthy productive professional relationship between pastor and educator that will 
effectively support the mission and vision of the church and school.
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5. Consistent continuing education of pastors and educators is necessary 
regarding the skills and attitudes of servant as leader, participative, or shared leadership 
and the behaviors that support an effective synergistic relationship.
6. An environment needs to be created that will support an ongoing dialogue 
between pastors and educators as a means of clarifying roles, processing concerns, 
developing shared vision, and building solid personal relationships that lead to enhanced 
trust.
Power in the Relationship of Educator 
and Pastor
Power is a sacred trust. It is uniquely viewed in the Christian context as being a 
commodity to be shared as opposed to the common approach of gathering it to oneself 
(Matt 28:18-22). The pastor is generally viewed in the Christian community as the 
authority figure and most assume that he or she possesses primary power in the faith 
community they lead. As such, it seems appropriate to suggest that the pastor be the 
initiator (Bell, 2003, p. 11) in launching a reflective learning experience with the educator 
with a view in mind of building a healthy collegial relationship where they interact as 
equals and share the transformational ministry of service to children and families 
associated with the school. Hagberg (2003, pp. 177-201) would suggest that wisdom is 
the highest stage of personal power. It is wisdom that is necessary to balance personal 
power with the needs and objectives of shared leadership in the context o f the school.
Ministerial directors and administrators should be proactive in designing events 
and opportunities for pastors and educators to develop relationally and professionally as 
opposed to maintaining separate venues for professional functions. Language should be 
carefully chosen that avoids labeling or ranking the two professional groups such as
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referring to pastors’ meetings as “workers’ meetings” with educators excluded from that 
“worker” category. Finally, the policies and structures that provide the foundation and 
consistency to our institutions and organizations must reflect the reality that educators 
and pastors are co-equal professionals in a system that treats them as colleagues and 
ministers o f the gospel of Jesus aimed at transforming lives for this earth and for His 
kingdom.
Implications Regarding Role Clarification 
and Expectations
The findings of this research have implications for pastors and educators who 
serve the Georgia-Cumberland Conference and may have implications for pastors and 
educators who serve the institutions of the Seventh-day Adventist church related to K-10 
education. There are also implications for those who supervise the work of pastors and 
educators as well as those who train them for service.
Pastors and educators agreed that the greater responsibility in all role dimensions 
within the school—Faith Leader, Instructional Leader, Communicator, and Administrator 
belong to the educator when compared with that of the pastor. It should be noted, 
however, that a different understanding of the educator’s role responsibility within the 
school framework of Faith Leader, Instructional Leader, Communicator, and 
Administrator exists between pastors’ understanding and that of educators. Though the 
scores registered relatively high on the survey scale and the level o f respect and 
appreciation was high, they nonetheless have significant differing expectations of one 
another in respect to role.
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Recommendations for Future Research
Future research might focus on the perception of parents, church members, and 
other local school stakeholders whose attitudes regarding educator and pastor roles help 
mold the expectancy pressures that influence attitudes toward role behavior. Non-local 
stakeholders such as undergraduate and graduate educators whose instruction influences 
the role identity development of pastors and educators in their respective professions 
could be included in the research as well.
Relational and tension elements might better be measured by use of a qualitative 
or a mixed-methods research approach. This approach might be better suited to 
uncovering deeper emotions or attitudes especially for those professionals who have 
served within the current denominational school structure for a longer period of time and 
built up an internalized sense of frustration or resentment for issues of power imbalance 
or non-professional behavior.
A third area of research relative to the role of pastor and principal in the context 
of the school might be in the area of spiritual leadership or as labeled in this study— Faith 
Leader. It seems that common attitudes regarding the role of pastor place the 
responsibility squarely on his or her shoulders. Even educators ranked the pastor in this 
study as being the primary person responsible for spiritual leadership. It would seem 
important to discover why principals, who are charged by policy with the responsibility 
of spiritual leadership in the school, have such a high expectation of the pastor who has 
no defined role for spiritual leadership in the school.
Finally, a study of the issues of power and authority might prove to be a fruitful 
area of investigation. Perceptions of power possession and the relative degree to which 
educators and pastors are invested with it by the communities they serve could reveal
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some of the underlying dynamics that influence pastor and educator behavior in the 
school. Such a study would benefit from a wide sampling of stakeholders from school, 
church, organizational headquarters, and community.
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Dear Colleague:
Church and parochial educational institutions of the Seventh-day Adventist church are by intent co 
laborers in the overall mission of the denomination. The professionals who serve the leadership needs of 
these institutions often share the same campus and facilities in addition to a common local conference 
organization. The Georgia-Cumberland Conference Office of Education and Department of Pastoral 
Ministries are collaborating on a doctoral dissertation research project at Andrews University directed at 
the roles pastors and educators in our conference. The purpose of this study is to allow all educators of K- 
10 Seventh-day Adventist schools in the Georgia-Cumberland Conference and all pastors of the conference 
to express their attitudes and opinions on a number of professional role and relationship issues in the 
context of the local church school. The results will serve the need of increasing our understanding of these 
professional roles and to improve the effectiveness and professional relationship of pastors and educators. 
The specific issues being studied are divided into four categories: Religious Leader, Instructional Leader, 
Communicator, and Administrative Leader.
It is important for you to know that there is no remuneration for your participation, that it is 
completely voluntary and that you may withdraw fi-om participating at any time. This questioimaire 
provides for confidentiality and the anonymity o f each respondent. No respondent, church, or school will 
be identified in the report of our findings. Steps are in place to assure that the principal researcher and data 
management persons will have no knowledge o f the respondent source of any questioimaire. Therefore, it is 
very important that you respond candidly to each o f the questions and return the questioimaire as instructed. 
If you have any questions about this study you may contact me or my dissertation advisor, Hinsdale 
Bernard, Ph.D. at 423-774-4800 or hinsdale4m@comcast.net. If you have any questions regarding your 
rights as a subject in this study you may direct them to the Andrews University Institutional Review Board 
at 269-471-6360 or mpearson@andrews.edu.
Please place the completed questionnaire in the unmarked envelope provided and drop it into the 
boxes placed near the main exit doors. Your return o f this survey will indicate your consent to participate.
A summary of the findings will be filed with the Georgia-Cumberland Conference office of Pastoral 
Ministries and also the office o f Education. The results of this study will be published by the Andrews 
University Department of Leadership and Educational Administration. A copy will be made available to 
you upon request.
Sincerely,
Stanley E. Patterson 
PhD candidate
PO Box 12,000 Calhoun, GA 30703 
(770) 324-6663; patterson@gccsda.com
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PART I: BACKGROUND INFORMATION (Please circle the appropriate responses)
A. Current professional role from which you will respond to this questionnaire
1 -  Pastor
2 -  Principal
3 -  Head Teacher
4 -  Classroom Teacher
B. Length of Service in C urrent Position
1 -  Less than 1 year
2 -  1 to 3 years
3 -  4 to 6 years
4 -  7 to 9 years
5 -  10 or more years
C. Gender 1 -  Female
2 -  Male
D. Age 1 -  Under 30 years
2 -  30 to 39
3 -  40 to 44
4 -  45 to 49
5 -  50 to 54
6 -  55 to 59
7 -  60 to 64
8 -  65 or older
£. Highest Level of Formal Education
1 -  High school diploma
2 -  Associate degree
3 -  Bachelor’s degree
4 -  Master’s degree
5 -  Master of Divinity
6 -  EdS degree
7 -  Doctorate
F. Attended SDA School (Please circle all th a t apply.)
1 - Attended an SDA elementary school
2 - Attended an SDA high school
3 - Attended an SDA college
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4 - Never attended an SDA school
G. Number of Students in Your School
1 -  1 to 19
2 -  20 to 39
3 -  40 to 69
4 -  70 to 99 
5 - 1 0 0  to 199 
6 -  200 or more
H. Number of Teachers on Your Staff
1 -  1 to 5
2 -  6 to 10 
3 -  11 to 15 
4 -  16 to 20 
5 - 2 1  or more















Directions: Please read each statement carefully and circle the rating that you believe best describes the level of role responsibility for both the pastor and the 
educator. What is the pastor’s role and what is the educator’s role? Please rate both roles fo r  each question. Also rate the level o f tension that you believe occurs 















Key: Rate the level of role responsibility from 1 (no responsibility for this task) to 6 (extremely high level of responsibility for this task). Also rate the level of 
tension that is experienced between the pastor and educator as a result of each particular task (1 = a low degree of tension and 6= a high degree of tension). N/A= 
Not applicable
Task
1. Ensuring the Seventh-day Adventist religious 
instruction of students
2. Providing opportunities for the school 
community to celebrate faith________
3. Fostering consistent practices of Christian 
service among the staff or the students
4. Providing for the ongoing religious education -  
spiritual formation of the faculty and staff
5. Providing direct religious instruction to the 
students.
6. Providing for the baptismal preparation of the 
students
7. Fostering collaboration between the constituent 
church(es) and the school___________________
The Pastor’s Responsibility:
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
The Educator’s 
Responsibility:
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
Degree of Tension Between 
Pastor & Educator Roles
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
■o
I























8. Promoting Christian community within the 
school
9. Fostering a multicultural school climate
10. Facilitating the moral development of children
11. Implementing the school philosophy or mission
12. Promoting the Seventh-day Adventist school 
within the constituent church community
13. Articulating the mission of the Seventh-day 
Adventist school within the local communities
14. Developing a school climate reflecting the 
Seventh-day Adventist identity__________
15. Fostering leadership among staff members
16. Identifying needed change in the school
17. Demonstrating a knowledge of the content of 
the religion curriculum___________________
18. Providing leadership in curriculum 
development___________________
19. Accommodating the special learning needs of 
students
20. Supervising classroom instruction
The Pastor’s Responsibility:
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
The Educator’s 
Responsibility:
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2  3 4 5 6
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
Degree of Tension Between 
Pastor & Educator Roles
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A





































Task The Pastor’s Responsibility: The Educator’s 
Responsibility:
Degree of Tension Between 
Pastor & Educator Roles
21. Evaluating the general effectiveness of the 
learning program of the school
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
22. Sharing information regarding the school with 
the constituent church community
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
23. Facilitating communication of school 
information with the district staff
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
24. Speaking during Sabbath worship services 
about the school and school events
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
25. Verbally supporting the school during district 
activities and events
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
26. Facilitating a sense of collaboration between 
the school and the local church ministries
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
27. Providing regular written communication to the 
teachers.
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
28. Providing regular written communication to the 
school parents.
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
29. Meeting regularly with the teachers and staff 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
30. Regularly visiting the classrooms 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
31. Supervising school faculty 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
32. Management of school faculty and staff 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
33. Providing school information to the conference 
or union office of education
































34. Communicating regularly with the conference 
board of education
35. Fostering communication with the conference 
department of education___________________
36. Participating on conference education 
committees
37. Providing school information to the local media
38. Speaking about the school during community 
meetings (e.g. Rotary, Chamber of Commerce, 
etc.)____________________________________
39. Interviewing new school personnel
40. Using group process skills effectively with 
school committees
41. Managing conflict effectively
42. Evaluating school staff
43. Hiring new school personnel
44. Providing for an orderly school environment
45. Understanding Seventh-day Adventist school 
governance structures____________________
46. Working effectively with the local school board
The Pastor’s Responsibility:
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
The Educator’s 
Responsibility:
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
Degree of Tension Between 
Pastor & Educator Roles
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2  3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A





































Task The Pastor’s Responsibility: The Educator’s 
Responsibility:
Degree of Tension Between 
Pastor & Educator Roles
47. Fostering a positive relationship with the 
conference office of education
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
48. Knowing civil law and church policy as it 
applies to the Seventh-day Adventist school
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
49. Understanding state requirements and 
government-funded programs
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
50. Maintaining a clean and safe school facility 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
51. Managing the school's financial resources 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
52. Recruiting students to increase enrollment 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
53. Collection of tuition accounts receivable 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
54. Facilitating long-range school planning 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
55. Providing for school capital development 
programs
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
56. Managing school fund-raising projects 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
57. Seeking financial resources beyond the school 
and constituent church(es)
1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A
58. Developing a school budget 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A


































Please rate ALL statements in accordance with your own current perceived relationship with your pastor or educator. How do you rate your relationship with the 
other? How do you rate the other’s relationship with you? Please rate both perspectives of each question.
I = Strongly Disagree 2 = Disagree 3= Agree 4 = Strongly Agree
The Pastor... The Educator...
1. Communicates effectively with the educator 1 2 3 4 Communicates effectively with the pastor 1 2 3 4
2. Seeks advice from the educator 1 2 3 4 Seeks advice from the pastor. 1 2 3 4
3. Trusts the educator 1 2 3 4 Trusts the pastor 1 2 3 4
4. Demonstrates a professional peer relationship 
with the educator
1 2 3 4 Demonstrates a professional peer relationship with 
the pastor
1 2 3 4
5. Respects the educator’s role 1 2 3 4 Respects the pastor’s role 1 2 3 4
6. Shares a common school vision with the 
educator
1 2 3 4 Shares a common school vision with the pastor 1 2 3 4
7. Encourages and affirms the educator 1 2 3 4 Encourages and affirms the pastor 1 2 3 4
8. Respects the decisions made by the educator 1 2 3 4 Respects the decisions made by the pastor 1 2 3 4
9. Shares a common understanding of 
administrative behavior with the educator
1 2 3 4 Shares a common understanding of administrative 
behavior with the pastor
1 2 3 4
10. Works collaboratively with the educator 1 2 3 4 Works collaboratively with the pastor 1 2 3 4
11. Provides accurate information to the educator 1 2 3 4 Provides accurate information to the pastor 1 2 3 4
12. Respects differences that arise between pastor 
and educator
1 2 3 4 Respects differences that arise between educator 
and pastor
1 2 3 4
13. Manifests a concern for the well-being of the 
educator

















The Pastor... The Educator...
14. Is consistent in his/her relationship with the 
educator
1 2  3 4 Is consistent in his/her relationship with the pastor 1 2 3 4
15. Understands the educator’s administrative role 
within the school
1 2  3 4 Understands the pastor’s administrative role within 
the school
1 2 3 4
16. Is open to suggestions from the educator 1 2  3 4 Is open to suggestions from the pastor 1 2 3 4
17. Follows appropriate protocol when dealing with 
grievances
1 2  3 4 Follows appropriate protocol when dealing with 
grievances
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Letter of Support from GCC Superintendent of Education
Andrews University
Department o f Leadership and Educational Administration 
Berrien Springs, Michigan 49104
To whom it may concern:
Please accept this letter as a statement of my full support for the research study 
proposed Stan Patterson in his work toward completion of his doctoral program. I extend 
to him the authority to conduct this study. Our office will collaborate with him in the 
course of the research. We look forward to the publication of the results and 
recommendations coming from this work.
Sincerely,
Cynthia Gettys, Ph.D 
Vice President for Education
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E-letter of Permission from Duane Schafer, Ph.D
Sent: 9/6/2004 by dschafer@dioceseofspokane.org 
Dear Stan,
You certainly have my permission to use the survey instrument or any adaptation of the instrument for your 
research. If I can be of assistance to you in any way, please feel free to contact me! My office telephone 




From: Stan Patterson rmailto:Datterson@gccsda.orgl 
Sent: Monday, September 06, 2004 8:57 AM 
To: Duane F Schafer
Subject: Request for use of research instrument 
Greetings, Dr. Schafer.
I am a Ph.D. student at Andrews University and an administrator for the Georgia-Cumberland Conference 
of Seventh-day Adventists. My field o f study is in the area of leadership and administration. I have served 
for nearly 30 years as a pastor and administrator and have an interest in formal Christian education as a 
ministry of the church.
I have a copy of your dissertation and have read a good bit of it. Thank you for the work and diligent 
scholarship it represents.
My dissertation topic is parallel with your work. I come at it from a pastors perspective and from the 
framework of a very different ecclesiastical governance structure but many points of commonality are 
apparent. I would like for you to consider giving me permission to adapt your survey instrument to my 
need. I would like to keep it as close to yours as possible for comparison purposes.
I will await your response before approaching my doctoral committee. If you have any questions or 
concerns please feel free to contact me at this email address or call me at (office) 800-567-1844; (cell) 
770-324-6663; (home) 706-625-2282.
Your consideration of this request is greatly appreciated
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Memo to Validation Participants
Dear Professional Colleague:
I am in the process o f  fine-tuning the survey instrument designed to 
measure the perception o f  pastors, principals, and teachers o f  conference- 
operated K -10 (inclusive) schools hosted by local churches in the Georgia- 
Cumberland Conference. I seek your assistance in the process o f  validating 
m y instrument within the context o f  our schools and system.
The questioimaire consists o f  three parts: 1) dem ographics o f  
respondents (not included for validation); 2 ) statements related to role and 
responsibility in the school; 3) statements related to the professional 
relationship o f  the pastor and educators.
I am requesting that you review  the statem ents in both sections and 
critique them on the basis o f  their perceived validity within the context o f  
our schools. I f  there are statements that need to be added, deleted, or 
modified please make note o f  the same.
I thank you in advance for your assistance as I endeavor to strengthen 
this research project in the hope o f  contributing to the know ledge base that 
supports our ministry and educational system  aim ed at transforming lives for 
the Master.
Please return to completed form to Dr. Cynthia Gettys, Superintendent o f  




V ice President o f  Pastoral M inistries and E vangelism  
Andrews University Ph.D. in Leadership candidate
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Andrews â  UniversityApplication for Approval v j  vviiivcioiLy Institutional Review Board
Research Involving Human Subjects Office of Scholarly Research
Tel: 616-471-6360 ~ Fax: 616-471-6246
INSTRUCTIONS:
Y o u r ap p lica tio n  w ill n o t be p ro cessed  unless A L L  th e  re lev an t docu m en ta tio n  has been su b m itte d  a n d  is leg ib le .
Use th is form  as a  cover sheet and  attach to it the follow ing items: (1 ) The appropriate Research Protocol, (2) A n Informed Consent 
Form ( i f  required), (3) A nd Abstract and, (4) O ther docum entation as n e ed e d -^ 'w v e r Letter o f  Explanation. Question Sample. Written 
Copy o f  Verbal Instructions, and /o r Letters o f  Permission. Submit the required num ber o f  full sets ( 1 se t fo r E x ein n t: 5 se ts for 
lA o e d ite d : and 9  sets for F u ll R eview ) to  A ndrew s University, Office o f  Scholarly R esearch, R oom  210 A dm in istra tion  B uilding, 
Berrien Springs, M I 49104-0355.
SUGGESTED CATEGORY OF IRB REVIEW
The investigator(s) should read carefully  the Brief Guidelines fo r Human Subjects Research and d iscuss w ith  h is /her/their advisor 
and/or departm ent chair the rela tionsh ip  o f  the present research project to the policies and procedures con tained  in th e  above docum ent.
A fter th is consultation the investigator(s) should request that the research project be considered by the  I.R.B. u n d er one  o f  the  categories 
listed below . Final assignm ent o f  the review  category is made by the I.R.B. The frequency o f  I.R.B. rev iew  action  is no ted  by the 
respective review  category.
[ X ] Exem pt fro m  F u ll IR B  [ ] Expedited IRB Review  [ ] F u ll IR B  R eview
Review [W eekly R eview ] [Monthly Review] [Q u arterly  R eview ]
No risk/minimal risk research: fill out Submit the appropriate documentation two weeks
Exempt Category Checklist on page 2. prior to the next Scheduled meeting o f the IRB
DESCPRIPTION OF RESEARCH PROJECT- See attached approved T opic  P roposal for sum m ary  description.
Project Title: .. .Organizational Expectations and Role Clarification of Pastors and Educators 
Serving K-10 Schools in the Georgia-Cumberland Conference of Seventh-dav Adventists
Academic Department o f  Researcher: .. .Leadership...........................................................................................................
Beginning and Ending Dates o f  Human Subjects Involvement in Research:  January 1 ,2 0 0 6 .......... to  O ctober 30, 2 0 0 6 .............
Place/Location o f  Human Subject Involvement in Research: Cohutta Springs Conference Center, Crandall, Georgia... 
Target Population (D escription and A ge Range): GCC PastorS- ages 23-68 years. ..GCC EducatorS- ages 23-68...
1NVESTIGAT0R[S) AGREEMENT
“I (we) hereby agree to abide by the terms and methodology as outlined in the attached research protocol. I  (we) also agree to begin the 
implementation o f this project—i f  not approved under the exempt category—only after written notification o f  its approval (valid fo r  one year) 
has been received. Furthermore, I  (we) agree that in cases involving research to be conducted at non-university site(s), such research will 
commence only after written authorization has been received from an officer o f the organization at each site involved and filed  with our 
Office o f  Scholarly Research. Notification o f  any alterations in the attached protocol will be submitted to the Director o f  the Office o f  
Scholarly Research.
N am e: ...StanleyE .Patterson   N am e:   N am e:  ............................................................
E-m ail: patterson.stan@ gm ail.com  E-m ail:   E -m ail: ...........................................................
Address: 128 Russell H ill Lane N W  Address:   A ddress: ........................................................
Sugar Valley, Georgia 30746-5188..........................................................................................  Tel: (h)706-625-2282; (m )770-324-6663 Tel:
(Principle Investigator's Signature) (Date) (Principle Investigator's Signature) (Date) Principle
Investigator s Signature) (Date)
SUPPORTING NAME AND SIGNA TURE
"I have reviewed the above project with the investigator(s) and concur in the requested category o f  I.R.B. review. "
Name o f  Advisor— Hinsdale Bernard Signature o f Advisor Supervising Research -J im K ija i Date
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